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Section 1 
Introduction 


1.1 BACKGROUND 


The EIR Process following Release of the Draft Program EIR 


The San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) prepared a Draft Program Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to disclose and 
evaluate the potential environmental effects of the alignment alternatives for the BART to Livermore 
extension. The Draft Program EIR, issued for public review in November 2009, included a 
description of nine alternative alignments to extend existing BART services eastward from the current 
terminus at the Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station, an assessment of potential effects, and a description 
of possible mitigation measures to reduce significant effects that were identified in the Draft Program 
EIR. The purpose of the Program EIR is to assist the BART Board of Directors (BART Board) in 
selecting a preferred alignment that subsequently can be advanced for further, more detailed 
engineering and environmental review. The alternatives consider several east-west routes including the 
use of the Interstate 580 (1-580) or the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) tracks. The alternatives include 
both one-station and two-station alternatives. The stations that were evaluated include Isabel/I-580, 
Isabel/Stanley, Downtown Livermore, Vasco Road, and Greenville East. The two-station alternatives 
would include a new maintenance facility, for which three potential locations were considered: 
immediately east of Downtown Livermore, east of Vasco Road, and in the Greenville area north of 
1-580. 


The public review period for the Draft Program EIR began on November 5, 2009. At the request of 
the City of Pleasanton, the 45-day review period was extended for an additional 30 days and ended 
January 21, 2010. During this time frame, the document was reviewed by various state, regional, and 
local agencies, as well as by interested organizations and individuals. Written comments were received 
from 18 different public agencies (federal, State, regional, and local), 18 organizations, and 437 
individuals. Three public hearings were held to receive oral comments on the Draft Program EIR: 
November 18, 2009 at the Livermore City Council Chambers, December 2, 2009 at the Robert 
Livermore Community Center, and January 6, 2010 at the Pleasanton City Council Chambers. Both 
oral and written comments were received from members of the public during the public hearings. 


This document responds to comments on the Draft Program EIR that were raised during the public 
review period, and contains revisions intended to correct, clarify, and amplify the Draft Program EIR. 
In addition, many commentors requested that BART consider a “hybrid” alternative composed of 
components from two of the alternatives evaluated in the Draft Program EIR. Section 1.4 of this 
document includes a description of the hybrid alternative and a summary of impacts and mitigation 
measures from the Draft Program EIR that would be applicable to the hybrid alternative. 
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Notably, a program-level document is intended to help with both selecting a preferred alternative as 
well as providing adequate information on those less successful at meeting the project objectives or 
avoiding impacts. Accordingly, based upon further evaluation raised by the comments, additional 
information has been added to the Final Program EIR to provided sufficient information on all ten 
possible alternatives, including the newly developed Alternative 2b - Portola-Vasco. All alternatives 
introduced in the Draft Program EIR remain part of the program and will be considered by the BART 
Board at the upcoming public hearing of the Program EIR. 


Together, the previously released Draft Program EIR and this “Responses to Comments” document 
constitute the Final Program EIR. As the lead agency, the BART Board must certify the Final 
Program EIR before action can be taken to select a preferred alternative. Certification requires that the 
lead agency (in this instance, BART) make findings that the Final EIR complies with CEQA, that the 
information in the EIR has been considered in taking action, and that the EIR reflects BART’s 
independent judgment and analysis. 


Program Description 


The BART to Livermore Extension Program is evaluating ten different alignment, station, and 
maintenance facility combinations, including the nine alternatives examined in the Draft Program EIR 
and the new Alternative 2b — Portola-Vasco. Figure 1-1 shows all of the routes proposed, including 
Alternative 2b — Portola-V asco Alternative. The various alternatives are either completely contained 
within the I-580 median, or diverge from the 1-580 median and pass southeasterly through portions of 
the City of Livermore to the existing Altamont Commuter Express (ACE)/UPRR or the Southern 
Pacific Railroad (SPRR) corridors. The purpose for the BART to Livermore Program is defined in the 
following objectives: 


e Increase BART ridership 
e Provide congestion relief along the |-580 corridor through the Tri-V alley area 


e Provide convenient intermodal connections between BART, the Altamont Commuter Express, 
and the Livermore A mador V alley Transit A uthority 


e Support local efforts, initiatives, and policies to promote transit-oriented development 
e Enhance economic benefits, contributing to local investment and development opportunities 
e Provide a cost effective transit system, recognizing budget constraints and available funding 


e Conform with the BART System Expansion Policy and with the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission's (MTC) Resolution #3434 - Transit-Oriented Development Policy for Regional 
Transit Extension Projects 


e Protect and enhance the environment 


e Improve transit mobility between the Silicon Valley, the Tri-Valley area, the East Bay Area, 
and San Francisco in support of efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, consistent with 
Senate Bill (SB) 375. 
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The alternatives developed to extend BART services eastward to Livermore and address the above 
objectives are presented in Figure 1-1 and summarized below. 


Alternative 1 — Greenville East. This alternative would originate at the existing 
Dublin/Pleasanton Station, follow the median of I-580, include an intermediate station at 
Isabel/I-580, and continue to a terminus at the proposed Greenville East Station at Greenville 
Road, just south of 1-580. 


Alternative la — Downtown-Greenville East via UPRR. This alternative would originate at 
the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station and follow the median of 1-580, then diverge 
southeasterly along El Charro Road, parallel the existing UPRR tracks, and include an 
intermediate station at Downtown Livermore before heading northeast to a terminus at the 
proposed Greenville East Station. 


Alternative 1b — Downtown-Greenville East via SPRR. This alternative would share those 
elements described above for Alternative 1a, except that the segment between the proposed 
Downtown Livermore Station and a terminus at Greenville East would run parallel to an 
existing freight spur line previously operated by SPRR. The departure from the UPRR 
right-of-way east of downtown would occur near the intersection of Mines Road. 


Alternative 2 — Las Positas. This alternative would originate at the existing Dublin/Pleasanton 
Station in the median of 1-580, include an intermediate station at Isabel/l-580, then diverge 
southeasterly along Las Positas Road, toward central Livermore, to the UPRR right-of-way, at 
which point the alignment would run parallel to the existing UPRR tracks to a terminus station 
at V asco Road. 


Alternative 2a — Downtown-Vasco. This alternative would be identical to Alternatives 1a and 
lb between the existing end of track at the Dublin/Pleasanton Station and the proposed 
Downtown Livermore Station. Alternative 2a would include a Downtown Livermore Station 
and a terminus station at the V asco Road Station. 


Alternative 2b — Portola-Vasco. This alternative would originate at the existing 
Dublin/Pleasanton Station in the median of |-580, diverge from the |-580 corridor at Airway 
Boulevard (just west of the existing Portola interchange), transition to a subway under Portola 
and Junction Avenues to a station adjacent to the existing ACE station in Downtown 
Livermore, and extend at-grade parallel to the existing UPRR tracks to a terminus station at 
V asco Road. 


Alternative 3 — Portola. This alternative would originate at the existing Dublin/Pleasanton 
Station in the median of 1-580, include an intermediate station at Isabel/l-580, then diverge 
from the 1-580 corridor at Airway Boulevard, transition to a subway under Portola and 
Junction Avenues to a terminus station adjacent to the existing ACE station in Downtown 
Livermore. 


Alternative 3a — Railroad. This alternative would have an alignment identical to Alternatives 
la, 1b, and 2a in the median of I-580 and then along El Charro Road, then parallel to the 
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UPRR tracks, include an intermediate station at the intersection of Isabel Avenue (SR-84) and 
Stanley Boulevard, and terminate adjacent to the existing Livermore ACE Station. 


e Alternative 4 — Isabel/l-580. This single-station alternative would originate at the existing 
Dublin/Pleasanton Station and follow the median of I-580 to a terminus station immediately 
east of the planned Isabel A venue overpass/interchange. 


e Alternative 5 — Quarry. This single-station alternative would originate at the existing 
Dublin/Pleasanton Station and follow the median of !-580, diverging from the 1-580 corridor at 
El Charro Road, then proceed southeasterly to the UPRR, at which point the alternative would 
travel parallel to the UPRR tracks to a terminus station west of the Isabel A venue (SR-84) and 
Stanley Boulevard intersection. 


While the alignment, station, and maintenance facility locations differ among these ten BART 
alternatives, all alignments would be fully grade separated. To accomplish this, the BART extension 
alternatives would run at grade (i.e., generally at the same elevation as the surrounding ground), on an 
aerial structure, in a retained trench, or in a subway (cut and cover), as necessitated by the surrounding 
terrain or existing conditions. The BART extension alternatives would make use of track, signal, and 
communications technology currently used by BART. Service would be provided using existing 
specifications for BART vehicles (or future vehicles superseding existing BART rolling stock) powered 
by an electrified third rail propulsion system. 


1.2 PURPOSE OF THIS RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT 


Under CEQA, BART is required, after completion of a Draft EIR, to consult with and obtain 
comments from public agencies having jurisdiction by law with respect to the program alternatives, and 
to provide the general public with an opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR. As the lead agency, 
BART is also required to respond to significant environmental issues raised in the review and 
consultation process. 


This Responses to Comments document has been prepared to respond to public agency and general 
public comments received on the Draft Program EIR for the BART to Livermore Extension Program, 
which was circulated for a 75-day public review period, November 5, 2009 to J anuary 21, 2010, and to 
respond to comments received at the three public hearings, which were held on November 18, 2009, 
December 2, 2009, and January 6, 2010. This document contains the public comments received on the 
Draft Program EIR, written responses to those comments, and changes made to the Draft Program EIR 
in response to the comments. 


The emphasis in the Responses to Comments document is to provide clarification and further 
substantiation for the analysis and conclusions presented in the Draft Program EIR. In some cases, the 
responses seek to correct and remedy minor technical mistakes or errors identified in the Draft 
Program EIR. Thus, the thrust of the Responses to Comments document is to address concerns raised 
about the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR and the process by which BART conducted the CEQA 
process. Other comments that express an opinion about a preferred alignment, station location, or 


BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 1-6 
June 2010 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 1 Introduction 


technology are acknowledged in this document, but because they concern the merits of a project 
alternative or a station location, rather than the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR, this document 
does not provide a response that examines the advantages and disadvantages of the commentor’s 
preference. The State CEQA Guidelines stipulates that responses should pertain to major or substantial 
environmental issues raised by commentors. 


1.3 HOW TO USE THIS REPORT 


This document addresses substantive comments received during the public review period and consists 
of six sections: (1) Introduction; (2) List of Commentors, (3) Master Responses, (4) Responses to 
Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR, (5) Responses to Oral Comments on the Draft Program 
EIR, and (6) Revisions to the Draft Program EIR. Section 1 reviews the purpose and contents of this 
Responses to Comments document. Section 2 lists the public agencies, organizations, and individuals 
who submitted comments on the Draft Program EIR. 


Section 3 provides M aster Responses to comments that were raised on multiple occasions and warrant a 
single comprehensive response to address the following issues: 


Master Response 1: Purpose of a Program EIR Compared to a Project EIR 
Master Response 2: Ridership and Vehicle M iles of Travel Projections 

M aster Response 3: Chain of Lakes/El Charro Road Alignment 

M aster Response 4: Staples Ranch 

Master Response 5: Downtown Livermore Station 

M aster Response 6: Safety and Security around BART Stations 

Master Response 7: Biological Sensitivity of the Greenville Y ard Area 


Master Response 8: Funding the BART to Livermore Extension. 


Section 4 contains each comment letter and written responses to the individual comments related to 
CEQA. Section 5 contains comments made to the court reporter and the transcripts of speakers at the 
three public hearings on the Draft Program EIR, and the responses to these comments. In Sections 4 
and 5, specific comments within each comment letter or oral testimony at the public hearings have been 
bracketed and enumerated in the margin of the letter or transcript. Each commentor has been assigned 
a discrete comment letter or speaker number, as listed in Section 2. Responses to each of these 
comments follow each comment letter in Section 4 and follow the transcripts reproduced in Section 5. 
For the most part, the responses provide explanatory information or additional discussion of text in the 
Draft EIR. In some instances, the response supersedes or supplements the text of the Draft EIR for 
accuracy or Clarification. New text that has been added to the Draft EIR is indicated with underlining. 
Text that has been deleted is indicated with strikethrough. Finally, Section 6 consists of text and 
graphics changes to the Draft EIR as a result of comments or changes initiated by BART staff to 
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correct any inaccuracies. These changes are made to correct or update information in the Draft 
Program EIR. 


1.4 NEW ALTERNATIVE 2B — PORTOLA-VASCO 


The purpose of preparing a Program EIR is to evaluate the alignment alternatives on a broad level and 
to provide an overview of the potential environmental impacts associated with different alignments and 
station locations. As noted in the Draft Program EIR, this approach was intended to allow BART to 
refine alignment and station choices during subsequent, more detailed planning. As documented in the 
comment letters and the transcripts of the three public hearings on the Draft Program EIR, a number of 
commentors suggested an alternative consisting of components of Alternative 2a — Downtown-V asco 
and Alternative 3 — Portola. This “hybrid” alternative combines some of the desirable features of 
Alternatives 2a and 3 and avoids some of the impacts associated with the other alternatives. This 
hybrid alternative, referred to here as Alternative 2b — Portola-Vasco, would extend approximately 
11.3 miles. A description of the route and other characteristics is provided below. Figure 1-2 
illustrates the route for Alternative 2b and the location of the stations and maintenance facility. 


Alternative 2b Description 


Route 


e Originate at the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station and proceed eastward at grade in the median 
of |-580 (there would be no station at Isabel/I-580); 


e Diverge from the !-580 corridor at Airway Boulevard (just west of the existing Portola 
interchange), transitioning to a subway configuration; 


e Proceed in a subway under Portola Avenue to an underground station adjacent to the existing 
ACE station in Downtown Livermore; 


e Continue eastward, transitioning to an at-grade profile along the UPRR tracks to a terminus 
V asco Road Station adjacent to the Vasco Road ACE Station; and 


e Continue eastward to a maintenance facility and tailtracks in the V asco area. 
Stations 
Alternative 2b would have two stations, Downtown Livermore Station and V asco Road Station. 


Downtown Livermore Station. Much of the Downtown Livermore Station site encompasses the 
existing Livermore Transit Center/Livermore ACE Station. As shown in Figure 1-3, the Downtown 
Livermore Station would be on an approximately 27-acre site bounded by | Street to the west, 
residential properties and Ladd Avenue to the north, Junction Avenue School, Ladd School and 
residential parcels to the east, and the boundary created by Old First Street, First Street, M aple Street, 
and Railroad Avenue to the south. East-west UPRR/ACE tracks would bisect the station site. The 
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station facility would include a BART platform that would extend underneath and parallel to Junction 
Avenue from Ladd Avenue to just beyond Chestnut Street, with all platform access situated within the 
station area boundaries as previously identified. Similar to Alternative 3, the Downtown Livermore 
Station under Alternative 2b would be underground. 


Access. The Downtown Livermore Station for this alternative is underground. It is anticipated that 
passengers will need to change levels from grade via elevator, stairways or escalator in order to access 
the BART platform. Similar to Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, and 3, the Downtown Livermore Station under 
this alternative would allow vehicular access on both the north and south side of the UPRR/ACE and 
proposed BART tracks. Passenger pick-up/drop-off facilities, sidewalks, and bicycle lanes would be 
provided. The Downtown Livermore Station would remain a regional transit hub that provides 
connections between ACE and LAVTA. The station would include connections between the below- 
grade BART platforms and the at-grade ACE platforms as well as to bus transfer area located south of 
the existing ACE platform. 


Parking. The station would contain 2,500 commuter parking spaces distributed between a combination 
of surface lots, an existing 375-space parking garage, and additional multi-level parking structures. 
New parking structures would include between four and six levels of parking, with a maximum 
structure height of approximately 45 feet above surrounding ground elevations and would be on both 
the north and south sides of the station site. Bicycle racks and storage lockers would also be provided. 
The ridership forecasts, which assumed that there would be no limit on station parking, identified a 
year 2035 parking demand for about 3,800 spaces for this alternative. In order to be consistent with 
the objectives of the City of Livermore’s Downtown Specific Plan and to limit the amount of traffic 
added in the downtown area due to BART, the amount of parking to be provided was purposely limited 
to 2,500 spaces. It was assumed that any overspill demand would be accommodated by providing 
additional parking at the Vasco Road Station and encouraging the use of alternative travel modes 
(transit, carpooling, kiss-and-ride, biking, and walking). The City of Livermore plans to provide and 
manage some or all of the proposed BART parking, and there is the potential for this City parking to 
be shared by other downtown uses. For example, on evenings and weekends, the City parking areas 
used by BART patrons would be largely available for other downtown activities. 


Vasco Road Station. The Vasco Road Station would be situated on an approximately 60-acre site 
bounded to the north by the Brisa Neighborhood Plan area and the south by Patterson Pass Road. On 
the west, the station would border an existing park and an industrial parcel. The eastern station 
boundary is defined by industrial parcels. The station would be bisected by the east-west running 
UPRR/ACE tracks, and the station area would encompass the existing Vasco Road ACE Station. 
Figure 1-4 shows the station area. 
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The Vasco Road Station site would allow vehicular access on both the north and south sides of the 
UPRR/ACE and proposed BART tracks. On the west side of Vasco Road north of the UPRR tracks, 
an existing driveway would extend from Vasco Road and south into the existing Vasco Road Station 
bus and parking area. East of Vasco Road on the north side of the station site, access would be 
provided from Brisa Street by a connection through the Brisa Neighborhood Plan area. The south side 
of the station, east of Vasco Road and north of Patterson Pass Road, would be accessed from Patterson 
Pass Road. Passenger pick-up and drop-off facilities would be located adjacent to the train platforms 
on both the north and south sides of the tracks. 


Sidewalks would be located along access roads and would facilitate pedestrian access. Bicycle lanes 
along access roads would allow cyclist access to the station. A walk/bicycle connection would be 
provided to connect station platforms with the intersection of Vasco and Patterson Pass Roads. 
Pedestrians could then use the existing path along the east side of Vasco Road to access the Lawrence 
Livermore National Laboratory via the Westgate Drive entrance. 


The Vasco Road Station would contain approximately 4,000 new commuter parking spaces distributed 
between a combination of surface lots and a parking garage. A parking garage would be located east of 
Vasco Road, and would include between four and six levels of parking, with a maximum structure 
height of approximately 45 feet above surrounding ground elevations. Bicycle racks and storage 
lockers would also be provided. 


Project Ridership 


The forecast year 2035 ridership for Alternative 2b is 31,900 daily new BART riders compared to the 
No Build Alternative. This ridership would make it the top performing alternative in terms of 
patronage, exceeding the 31,700 daily new BART riders forecast for Alternative 1 by a small margin. 


Operational Characteristics 


Travel Time. The proposed total length of Alternative 2b to the Vasco Road Station would add 
approximately 11 minutes to the travel time of the existing Dublin-Pleasanton BART Line. Therefore, 
the total trip time from Embarcadero Station to a V asco Road terminus station in Livermore would not 
exceed approximately 53 minutes. A travel time of 53 minutes is nearly identical to the travel time for 
trips made today on BART from Embarcadero to Pittsburg/Bay Point Station. 


Interface with Existing Transit Service. Both the proposed Downtown Livermore and Vasco Road 
Stations could provide intermodal connections between BART and ACE, with passengers being 
required to change platforms to transfer trains at either location. LAVTA service would likely remain 
unchanged at the Downtown Livermore Station, where transfers between multiple LAVTA routes are 
already possible. Additional LAVTA routes would likely be rerouted to serve the Vasco Road Station. 
Regional bus service from the east would likely be routed to the V asco Road Station given its proximity 
to the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory; however, this bus service could also serve the 
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Downtown Livermore Station. Contra Costa County Connection bus service routed via I|-680 would 
terminate at the West Dublin/Pleasanton Station. 


M aintenance/Storage Facilities 


A new BART yard, Vasco Yard, would be constructed on an approximately 52-acre site east of the 
Vasco Road Station (see Figure 1-5). The yard would abut the southerly edge of existing UPRR right- 
of-way. Tailtracks would run parallel to the south side of the UPRR right-of-way on retained fill and 
proceed east from the Vasco Road Station to the first of two yard lead tracks providing access to the 
proposed yard site from the west. A second yard lead would be situated immediately west of 
Greenville Road and would be used to access the yard site from its eastern side. 


Estimated C ost 


The estimated capital cost for Alternative 2b, inclusive of the guideway, two stations, maintenance 
yard, 1-580 modifications, systems (train control, power substations, communications, etc.), vehicles, 
contingencies, and soft costs (design, insurance, construction management, etc.) would be $3.83 billion 
(in 2009 dollars). 


Comparison to Other BART Extension Alternatives 


Figure 1-6 compares each of the BART to Livermore Extension alternatives, including Alternative 2b, 
for some key features. 


Environmental Impacts of Alternative 2b 


All of the impacts associated with components of Alternative 2b were addressed in the Draft Program 
EIR under Alternatives 2a and 3. Alternative 2b would not create any new impacts or more severe 
impacts than those already analyzed, and, therefore, no new mitigation measures are required. 
However, for the convenience of the reader, the following discussion incorporates the relevant impact 
analyses from those alternatives to present a comprehensive assessment of Alternative 2b — Portola- 
Vasco. Table 1-1 provides a summary of the key environmental considerations for all alternatives. 


Transportation. In general, the transportation characteristics of the “hybrid” Alternative 2b would be 
very similar to those of Alternative 2a — Downtown-Vasco. This similarity occurs because both 
alternatives have the same two stations, Downtown Livermore and Vasco Road. The stations are the 
source of the ridership and much of the traffic-related activity associated with the BART extensions, 
and as a result, the impacts of Alternatives 2a and 2b would be almost the same. The primary 
difference in the two alternatives is that by proceeding on the Portola alignment rather than the 
El Charro Road alignment, Alternative 2b has a shorter, more direct total route than Alternative 2a. 
Alternative 2b is about 0.8 minutes faster overall than Alternative 2a between the V asco Road and East 
Dublin Pleasanton Stations. 
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a. Total BART system ridership under the No Build Alternative is anticipated to be 658,400 daily weekday riders. b. Denotes total daily riders beginning or ending 
at West Dublin/Pleasanton Station, Dublin/Pleasanton Station, and the proposed station(s) for each alternative in the Year 2035. New BART riders are defined as 
persons who currently travel through the Tri-Valley area using another mode of transportation, but would shift to BART service were it to become available. 

c. Denotes travel time from the East Dublin/Pleasanton Station to the alternative’s terminus station and includes any stops at intermediate stations. 
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Table 1-1 
Comparative Summary of K ey Environmental C onsiderations 
Alternative la Alternative 1b 
Downtown- Downtown- 
Alternative 1 Greenville East | Greenville East Alternative 2 Alternative 2a Alternative 2b Alternative 3 Alternative 3a Alternative 4 Alternative 5 
Issue Greenville East via UPRR via SPRR Las Positas Downtown-Vasco| Portola-Vasco Portola Railroad Isabel/1-580 Quarry 
Transportation 
Increase in BART System 31,700 30,900 30,900 29,800 31,600 31,900 29,900 29,700 19,900 20,800 
Ridership 
(daily riders) 
Reduction in V ehicle 687,877 742,836 742,836 742,494 860,211 868,370 704,246 633,485 404,159 620,992 
Miles Traveled 
(per day) 
Changes to 1-580 
Congestion 
(#of affected segments) 
-  Worsen 1 1 1 2 L 1 4 2 4 4 
— Improve 7 7 7 6 7 7 5 6 5 5 
Changes to Arterial 
Segments 
(# of affected segments) 
—  Worsen 1 2 2 1 3 3 2 3 1 1 
- Improve 2 2 2 2 1 1 2 2 2 2 
Changes to L ocal 
Intersections 
(# of affected 
intersections) 
—  Worsen 4 4 4 6 5 5 4 5 4 5 
- Improve 8 8 8 7 8 8 8 7 8 7 
Potential Station Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes 
Connection with ACE 
Land Use 
Land Use Conflicts (at —_ | Isabel/-580: Downtown Downtown |sabel/|-580: Downtown Downtown |sabel/!-580: |sabel/Stanley: |sabel/!-580: |sabel/ Stanley: 
station areas and yards) Airport Protection |Livermore: Livermore: Airport Protection |Livermore: Livermore: Airport Protection |Airport Protection |Airport Protection |Airport Protection 


Area, proximity |schools, churches, |schools, churches, |Area, proximity |schools, churches, |schools, churches, |Area, proximity |Area, mining Area, proximity |Area, mining 
to freeway (noise [historic properties | historic properties | to freeway (noise |historic properties |historic properties | to freeway (noise | operations, to freeway (noise | operations, 
and air quality Greenville East: |/Greenville East: |and air quality Vasco Road: none |Vasco Road: none | 2nd air quality partially outside and air quality partially outside 
concerns), agricultural lands, {agricultural lands, |Concerns), : ; concerns), Urban Growth concerns), Urban Growth 
partially outside fail ally outside ai ally outside _ |Partially outside Vasco Y ard: none Vasco Y ard: none | partially outside | Boundary partially outside | Boundary 
Urban Growth Urban Growth Urban Growth Urban Growth Urban Growth Downtown Urban Growth 
Boundary Boundary Boundary Boundary Boundary Livermore: Boundary 
Greenville East: / Greenville Yard: |Greenville Yard: |¥ asco Road: none Downtown schools, churches, 
agricultural lands, Livermore: 
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Table 1-1 
Comparative Summary of K ey Environmental C onsiderations 
Alternative la Alternative 1b 
Downtown- Downtown- 
Alternative 1 Greenville East | Greenville East Alternative 2 Alternative 2a Alternative 2b Alternative 3 Alternative 3a Alternative 4 Alternative 5 
Issue Greenville East via UPRR via SPRR Las Positas Downtown-Vasco| Portola-V asco Portola Railroad Isabel/1-580 Quarry 
partially outside agricultural lands |agricultural lands |Vasco Y ard: none schools, churches, |historic properties 
Urban Growth historic properties Portola/Railroad 
Boundary Portola/Railroad |Y ard: proximity 
Greenville Y ard: Yard: proximity | to historic 
agricultural lands to historic residential district 
residential district 
Loss of Agricultural 
Lands 
- Direct Impact 55 25 25 55 25 0 0 25 0 25 
(acres within 
footprint of station 
facilities and 
alignment) 
— Indirect Impact 270 250 250 20 0 0 20 0 20 0 
(acres within one- 
half mile radius of 
station) 
Population and Housing 
Land Acquisition 
- Acres 126.7 161.6 157.5 185.4 210.2 115}3),2 120.8 177.4 28.2 82.2 
- Parcels affected 128 185 179 143 206 216 189 179 64 63 
— Residential units 29 79 81 10 81 86 84 83 iL 8 
Visual Quality/Aesthetics 
Visual Incompatibility M oderate-to-high; |M oderate; aerial |Moderate; aerial |Moderate; aerial |Moderate; aerial |Low; visually Low; visually oderate; aerial |Low; visually Low; aerial 
(level of impact; aerial structure at jstructure at foot structure at foot [structure structures compatible compatible structure at compatible structure along E| 
description of foot of Altamont |of Altamont Pass; |of Altamont Pass; |incompatible with |incompatible with approach to Charro Road 
incompatibility) Pass. possible sound possible sound existing setting; | existing setting; Downtown 
walls walls possible sound possible sound Livermore; 
walls walls possible sound 
walls 
Obstruction of Scenic Low; minimal Low; intermittent |Low; intermittent |Low; intermittent |Low; intermittent |Low; no Low; no Low; intermittent |Low; aerial Low; intermittent 
Views and/or view blockage view blockage view blockage view blockage obstructions obstructions view blockage intermittent view blockage 
(level of impact; source —|intermittent along E| Charro jalongE! Charro jalong Las Positas |along E| Charro along E| Charro jand/or minimal along El Charro 
of obstruction) blockage at the Road Road Road Road Road blockage at Road 
|sabel/!-580 |sabel/|-580 
Station and the Station. 
Greenville East 
Station. 
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Table 1-1 
Comparative Summary of K ey Environmental C onsiderations 
Alternative la Alternative 1b 
Downtown- Downtown- 
Alternative 1 Greenville East | Greenville East Alternative 2 Alternative 2a Alternative 2b Alternative 3 Alternative 3a Alternative 4 Alternative 5 

Issue Greenville East via UPRR via SPRR Las Positas Downtown-Vasco| Portola-Vasco Portola Railroad Isabel/1-580 Quarry 
Cultural Resources 
Historic Resource Possible Possible Possible Possible Possible Possible Possible Possible No Possible 
Disturbance 
Archaeological Possible Possible Possible Possible Possible Possible Possible Possible Possible Possible 
Disturbance 
Geology, Soils, and 
Seismology 
Within Fault Zone or Yes Yes Yes No No No No No No No 
High Landslide Hazard 
Area 
Potential Loss of No No No No No No No Yes No Yes 
Significant M ineral 
Resource Area 
Hydrology and Water Quality 
Potential Disturbance to 
Water Resources 
- Streams (linear feet) 11,393 12,001 12,004 9,150 10,017 8358 7,173 8,832 7,173 8,636 
-  Lakes/ponds (acres) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2.17 0 2.17 
— Number of creek 9 12 13 8 11 6 5 10 5 8 

and stream 

crossings 
100-year Floodplain 44.9 61.9 61.3 30.0 47.5 31.6 25.3 52.0 25.3 bled. 
Encroachment (acres) 
Disturbance of Highly 54.4 54.3 EY A a 5.8 57.6 41.0 40.6 0 0 
Erodible Soils (acres) 
Increased Stormwater 309.5 211.3 211.3 253.9 177.1 201.0 178.9 155.0 95.5 71.6 
Runoff (new acres of 
impervious area) 
Potential Impact to 
Groundwater (acres) 
- Direct 328.0 312.4 308.3 302.0 292.6 304.3 214.4 202.7 132.2 128.3 
- Indirect 516.8 546.7 536.4 473.5 507.4 523.6 382.6 366.4 238.2 236.5 
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Table 1-1 
Comparative Summary of K ey Environmental C onsiderations 
Alternative la Alternative 1b 
Downtown- Downtown- 
Alternative 1 Greenville East | Greenville East Alternative 2 Alternative 2a Alternative 2b Alternative 3 Alternative 3a Alternative 4 Alternative 5 

Issue Greenville East via UPRR via SPRR Las Positas Downtown-Vasco| Portola-Vasco Portola Railroad Isabel/1-580 Quarry 
Biological Resources 
Potential Disturbance to 24 20 15 19 18 11 5 12 5 11 
W etlands/W aters of the 
U.S./State (acres) 
Potential 800 555 580 575 320 415 275 180 230 125 
Disturbance/R emoval of 
Special-status Plant 
Species H abitat (acres) 
Potential 276 276 276 0 3.7 37 0 0 0 0 
Disturbance/R emoval of 
Swainson's H awk 
Foraging Habitat (acres) 
Potential Disturbance to 
Special-status 
Amphibians/R eptiles 
Habitat (acres) 
- California Red 31 31 30 30 28 14 12 26 12 23 

Legged Frog 
- California Tiger 12.5 5.9 15 15 5 5 0 0 0 0 

Salamander 
— Western Pond 31 91 94 94 92 14 12 90 12 87 

Turtle 
Potential Disturbance to 10-15 3-5 0.5-2 0.5-2 4-6 3.5-6 0.5-2 0.5-2 0.5-2 0.5-2 
Special-status 
Invertebrate Species 
Habitat (acres) 
Noise and Vibration 
Potential for Noise 0 28,000 24,500 6,500 28,000 12,000 0 16,000 0 1,000 
Effects (linear feet) 
Potential for Vibration No Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes No No 
Annoyance 
Air Quality 
Reduction in Regional 
Emissions (Ibs/day) 
- NOx 267 287 287 290 339 342 273 243 149 247 
- ROG 46 50 50 49 57 57 47 42 27 41 
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Table 1-1 
Comparative Summary of K ey Environmental C onsiderations 
Alternative la Alternative 1b 
Downtown- Downtown- 
Alternative 1 Greenville East | Greenville East Alternative 2 Alternative 2a Alternative 2b Alternative 3 Alternative 3a Alternative 4 Alternative 5 
Issue Greenville East via UPRR via SPRR Las Positas Downtown-Vasco| Portola-Vasco Portola Railroad Isabel/1-580 Quarry 
Potential Carbon 4 4 4 6 5 4 4 5 4 4 
M onoxide H otspots 
(#of worsened 
intersections in peak 
hours) 
Reduction in Greenhouse 429,694 459,473 463,658 493,946 591,522 597,138 483,098 412,010 261,429 468,866 
Gas Emissions (Ibs/day) 
Public Health and Safety 
Hazardous M aterials 
Sites within 1/2-mile 
- Cortese List 32 57 57 30 57 43 33 47 18 19 
- Comprehensive 0 3 2 1 3 1 0 2 0 0 
Environmental 
Response, 
Compensation, and 
Liability 
Information System 
(CERCLIS) 
- National Priority 0 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 0 0 
List (NPL) 
Airport Compatibility 
- Facilities in Safety |Isabel/l-580 None None |sabel/1-580 None None |sabel/|-580 None |sabel/1-580 None 
Zone Station Station Station Station 
- Facilities in Height |Isabel/l-580 Downtown Downtown |sabel/|-580 Downtown Downtown |sabel/|-580 |sabel/Stanley |sabel/1-580 Downtown 
Referral Area Station Livermore Station |Livermore Station | Station Livermore Station |Livermore Station | Station; Station; Station Livermore Station 
Downtown Downtown 
Livermore Livermore 
Station; Portola/ Station; Portola/ 
Railroad Y ard Railroad Y ard 
Energy 
Reduction in Regional 628 668 678 754 919 928 756 624 402 770 
Energy Consumption 
(Billion BTU s/year) 
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Ridership. Because Alternative 2b is slightly shorter and faster than Alternative 2a, it would have 
higher ridership. The forecast year 2035 ridership for Alternative 2a is 31,600 daily new BART riders 
compared to the No Build Alternative. Based upon its improved travel time performance, Alterative 2b 
would generate approximately 31,900 daily new BART riders. This would make it the top performing 
alternative in terms of ridership, exceeding the 31,700 daily new BART riders forecast for Alternative 
1 by asmall margin. 


Freeway Congestion. The freeway congestion impacts of Alternative 2b would be very similar to those 
of Alternative 2a. There would be beneficial impacts on the same seven freeway segments and adverse 
impacts on one segment. Pages 3.2-72 and 3.2-73 of the Draft Program EIR describe freeway 
congestion impacts resulting from A Iternative 2a, which would also apply to Alternative 2b. 


Local Roadway Congestion. Alternative 2b would have impacts on local arterials that would be similar 
to those of Alternative 2a. It would have beneficial impacts on the same one arterial segment and an 
adverse impact on three segments. Page 3.2-85 of the Draft Program EIR describes local roadway 
congestion impacts resulting from Alternative 2a, which also apply to Alternative 2b. 


Intersections. Because of its similarities to Alternative 2a, Alternative 2b would have similar impacts 
at local street intersections. It would have beneficial impacts at the same eight locations and adverse 
impacts at five locations. Pages 3.2-124 and 3.2-125 of the Draft Program EIR identifies intersection 
congestion impacts resulting from Alternative 2a, which also apply to Alternative 2b. 


Transit Connectivity. The transit connections provided by Alternative 2b would be identical to those 
provided by Alternative 2a. Connections to ACE would be provided at both the Downtown Livermore 
and V asco Road stations, and no new ACE stations would be required. The Vasco Road Station would 
likely offer a good connection to a future high speed rail alignment over the Altamont Pass. 
Downtown Livermore is already a focal point for LAVTA bus services and would provide good 
connections to the BART station. 


Land Use. The land use effects of Alternative 2b would be less than those identified for Alternatives 
2a and 3 individually, as explained below. A summary of the land uses by station area is provided in 
Table 1-2; the stations that are shaded are included in Alternative 2b. 


Compatibility with Existing Land Uses. Alternative 2b would remain in the median of |-580 from the 
Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station to where it would veer southeast under Portola Avenue, similar to 
Alternative 3. The principal difference in this stretch is that Alternative 2b would not include a BART 
station at Isabel/I-580. As aresult, Alternative 2b would avoid the compatibility impacts identified for 
Alternative 3 associated with the Isabel/I-580 Station; namely, encroachment into the Livermore 
Airport Protection Area (APA), extension of station area beyond the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB), 
and future residential uses in the station area that would be adjacent to 1-580 that would need to be 
evaluated in accordance with the California Air Resources Board’s (CARB’s) guidelines for potential 
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Table 1-2 
Existing Land Uses within the BART to Livermore Station Areas 
Downtown 
Isabel/1-580 Station Isabel/Stanley Livermore Station Vasco Road Station Greenville E ast 
Area Station Area Area Area Station Area 
Land Use Acres Percentage Acres Percentage Acres Percentage Acres Percentage Acres Percentage 

Agricultural 31 3% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 533 54% 
Undeveloped 167 15% 175 17% 8 < 1% 97 9% 25 3% 
Single-F amily Residential 68 6% 205 19% 240 29% 100 10% 0 0% 
Multifamily Residential 46 4% 10 < 1% 110 13% 0 0% 0 0% 
Commercial 2 < 1% 0 0% 119 14% 47 5% 63 6% 
Industrial 209 19% 0 0% < il < 1% 328 32% 168 15% 
Public/Institutional 161 15% 0 0% 87 10% 258 25% 0 0% 
Park 5 1% 7 < 1% 5 <1% 24 2% 0 0% 
Open Space 213 19% 25 2% 7 <1% 2 < 1% 19 2% 
Utility 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 35 3% 0 0% 
A ggregate/W ater Resource 0 0% 475 46% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
T ransportation/R ight-of-W ay 191 17% 146 14% 265 32% 149 14% 185 19% 
TOTAL 1,093 100% 1,043 100% 841 100% 1,040 100% 993 100% 
Source: DC&E; County of Alameda, Office of the Assessor, 2009. 
Note: 
a. Study area refers to area within one-half-mile of station sites. 
b. Shaded columns are proposed as part of Alternative 2b. 
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health impacts from exposure to vehicle emissions. In addition, this alignment, which would be at 
grade, would avoid potential impacts identified by the City of Pleasanton of an elevated guideway on 
the future development at Staples Ranch, a mixed use development area that would include a senior 
living community, an auto mall, regional retail uses, and a community park. 


Along the underground portion under Portola Avenue, including the underground Downtown 
Livermore Station, the impacts of Alternative 2b would be identical to those described for Alternative 
3. Because this segment would be below grade, there would be no compatibility impacts with existing 
uses, except during the construction period. As described in the Draft Program EIR, page 3.3-42, the 
Downtown Livermore Station is considered generally compatible with the downtown area, and would 
increase accessibility, bring customers to surrounding businesses, provide commute options for 
downtown employees, and build on an existing commuter transit line. In addition, both the downtown 
area and surrounding residential areas have high potential for infill-based redevelopment and transit 
oriented development, which would be consistent with a BART station in this area. 


Alternative 3 includes a maintenance facility, the Portola/Railroad Y ard, which would be adjacent to 
the Trevarno Road residential historic district. As aresult, operation of Alternative 3 was described in 
the Draft Program EIR, page 3.3-47, as disturbing residences along Trevarno Road and adversely 
affecting the setting of the historic district that has been adopted by the City. These impacts would be 
avoided with Alternative 2b, because this maintenance facility would be eliminated, and, instead, 
BART would extend eastward at-grade in the UPRR right-of-way to a terminus station at Vasco Road 
and a maintenance yard east of V asco Road, as proposed under Alternative 2a. 


According to the Draft Program EIR, page 3.3-43, the Vasco Road Station would be generally 
compatible with surrounding light industrial, vacant, and park land uses. Not only would a BART 
station increase accessibility to the light industrial and commercial uses north of the existing ACE line, 
but it would provide an additional commute option for employees of the Lawrence Livermore National 
Laboratory, located just south of the station site. The Brisa Neighborhood Plan encompasses the 
vacant lands within and north of the station footprint. A BART station at this location would be 
compatible with the moderate to high density residential uses proposed by the plan. Although a public 
park is located just west of this station area, the majority of the park is composed of a ballfield and 
BMX track. While these are both recreational uses, neither use is particularly noise- or vibration- 
sensitive, nor is either commonly utilized by the very young or the elderly. A second public park in 
the station area would be approximately one-half mile away and there is intervening development that 
would buffer the park from adverse noise-related impacts and route traffic resulting from the proposed 
station away from the park. As such, incompatibilities with sensitive land uses are not likely to result 
from development of the V asco Road Station. 


The Vasco Y ard, proposed as part of Alternative 2b, is identical to that described for Alternative 2a. 
This 52-acre maintenance yard would be surrounded by light industrial and utility-oriented land uses, 
as well as Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory directly to the south. These uses are generally 
compatible with the activities and impacts that would result from a BART maintenance yard. There are 
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no sensitive land uses proximate to the footprint of this facility, so that the yard is not expected to 
result in land use conflicts or incompatibilities. 


In summary, Alternative 2b would have less-than-significant impacts on land use compatibility and, 
more important, would avoid land use impacts associated with Alternative 2a (from elevated alignment 
along El Charro Road and at-grade station in Downtown Livermore and from Portola/Railroad Y ard) 
and with Alternative 3 (from potential station area development at Isabel/l-580 Station). See Draft 
Program EIR, pages 3.3-46 through 3.3-47, for a more complete assessment of the land use 
compatibility impacts of the two alternatives that form Alternative 2b. 


Physical Division of an Existing Community. Similar to Alternative 3, Alternative 2b would operate 
within I-580, in subway along Portola Avenue (thus avoiding the potential for community division 
which could occur if the alignment were at or above grade) or within the existing UPRR right-of-way. 
As a result, it is not expected that Alternative 2b would result in physical division of a community 
between the existing Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station and Downtown Livermore. 


Further east, potential impacts of Alternative 2b would be the same as described for Alternative 2a. 
The Vasco Road Station area would be located on light industrial and undeveloped land. The site is 
well defined by Patterson Pass Road on the south and V asco Road on the west. The station site would 
require the acquisition of industrial parcels but would not physically divide or separate industrial uses 
that are functionally related as a community. The Vasco Y ard would be located in an area dominated 
by light industry and without residential land uses. The site is well defined by railroad tracks to the 
north and Patterson Pass Road to the south. The footprint of the yard would require acquisition of 
industrial parcels but they are not functionally related to the adjacent uses sufficiently to be considered 
a “community.” As a result, the Vasco Y ard would not result in the physical division of an existing 
community. 


In summary, Alternative 2b would have less-than-significant effects with respect to division of an 
existing community. 


Premature Loss or Conversion of Agricultural Land. Alternative 2b would not encroach into areas 
identified as farmlands or prime agricultural soils. The elimination of the Isabel/I-580 Station, which 
was part of Alternative 3, would avoid 20 acres of Prime Farmland. Asa result, Alternative 2b would 
have no impacts on agricultural lands. 


Consistency with Local Land Use Policy. Alternative 2b would be consistent with local general plans. 
The alignment and stations would avoid potential impacts to the Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan/Staples 
Ranch development (since the alignment as it passes this area would be at grade in the median of |- 
580), support the Livermore General Plan and Downtown Livermore Specific Plan (since the proposed 
station locations would support transit oriented development in the Downtown and the Brisa 
Neighborhood areas), and would avoid potential conflicts with the City’s UGB (since none of the 
proposed facilities, particularly the station areas, would encroach into areas slated to protect natural 
and open space resources). 
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Potential inconsistencies with local plans that may occur with Alternative 2b include potential impacts 
to proposed trails: the proposed Patterson Pass Road Trail would be bisected by the Vasco Road 
Station site and the proposed widening of I-580 may conflict with development of the proposed 
Cayetano Creek Trail. These impacts would be the same as those described for Alternative 2a. 


Population and Housing. Population and housing effects of Alternative 2b include potential growth 
inducement and land acquisition/displacement. 


Growth Inducement. The Draft Program EIR, pages 3.4-13 through 3.4-15, explains that none of the 
project alternatives would result in growth inducement beyond the future development anticipated by 
the Livermore General Plan. Table 1-2 highlights the existing land use pattern in the two stations 
proposed as part of Alternative 2b. Downtown Livermore has little available vacant land; however, the 
Livermore Downtown Specific Plan calls for substantial revitalization and reinvestment around the 
current Downtown ACE Station, near the proposed Downtown Livermore BART Station. The Vasco 
Road BART Station has a moderate amount of development potential. The Brisa Neighborhood Plan 
that encompasses the station area calls for intensification of residential densities to support the V asco 
Road ACE Station. Of the five stations, the Downtown Livermore and Vasco Road stations, by far, 
have the greatest number of major employers within 0.5 miles of the station. Alternative 2b would 
avoid impacts from station area growth in areas that are targeted to remain non-urban. In particular, 
Alternative 2b would avoid effects on portions of the Isabel/Stanley, Isabel/l-580, and Greenville East 
Station areas that lie beyond the City and Alameda County’s UGB. 


It is recognized that in the future, the indirect growth caused by a BART to Livermore extension could 
cause indirect adverse growth-related impacts associated with construction and implementation of new 
development projects in the local project area (e.g., air and noise impacts from construction of new 
housing or other development, etc.). As noted in the Draft Program EIR, BART will work with the 
City in the formulation of Ridership Development Plans for the selected station locations that would 
consider appropriate intensities of development and access improvements to support BART ridership 
and local development policies. 


Finally, the increased levels of employment and housing demand in the study area resulting from the 
BART extension alternatives would be less than one percent of projected growth over the next 25 
years. Since Alternative 2b is comparable to other alternatives assessed in the Draft Program EIR, the 
indirect effects on employment and housing of Alternative 2b would be similar to the other alternatives 
and are considered less than significant. 


Land Acquisition and Displacement. Alternative 2b would follow 1-580, Portola Avenue, and the 
UPRR right-of-way. Some parcels along these roads and the rights-of-way would need to be acquired 
for this alternative (see Table 1-3), where the existing right-of-way is insufficient to accommodate the 
BART tracks and facilities. In addition, land acquisition would be necessary in the station areas and at 
the Vasco Yard. No new parcel acquisitions would be required for Alternative 2b, beyond those 
already identified in the Draft Program EIR, as described on pages 3.4-19 through 3.4-20. The 
potential land acquisition for Alternative 2b would be between the estimated land acquisition amounts 
for Alternative 2a and Alternative 3. Residential properties affected by Alternative 2b, conservatively 
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estimated at 99 units, are concentrated in areas proposed for the Downtown Livermore Station. The 
majority of land affected by this alternative contains existing industrial, warehouse, or storage uses. 
This includes large flex and industrial space along Patterson Pass Road that would need to be acquired 
for the proposed V asco Road Station and V asco Y ard. 


Table 1-3 
Potential Land Acquisition for Alternative 2b 
Number of Parcels AreaAcquired Number of Residential 


Existing Use* Impacted” (Acres)< Units I mpacted® 
Government/|nstitutional 45 24.8 

Utilities 27 34.5 

Industrial/W arehouse/Storage 21 93.4 
Commercial/Retail/Office 31 8.2 - 
Residential 49 17.2 99 
Vacant 39 23.4 

M ining/Quarries 0 0.0 

Agricultural 0 0.0 - 
Total 212 201.4 99 
Sources: DataQuick Information Systems, 2009; PBS&J, 2009; BAE, 2009. 

Notes: 


a. Classification by existing use is as recorded by the Alameda C ounty Assessor. 
b. Includes full and partial acquisitions. 

c. This table does not include property currently owned by BART. 

d 


The number of residential units potentially affected is conservatively estimated and includes all residential units on 
residential parcels regardless of whether the land acquisition might involve a partial or full take. 


The identified land acquisition and displacement impacts under Alternative 2b would be significant 
impacts and would be mitigated with the same measure identified in the Draft Program EIR, i.e, 
Mitigation M easure PH-2.1, which requires BART to carry out an acquisition and relocation program 
in accordance with the California Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Guidelines. As 
with the other program alternatives, implementation of this measure would reduce acquisition impacts 
of Alternative 2b to a less-than-significant level. 


Visual Quality. The visual effects are relatively modest compared to the other program alternatives, 
because portions of the Alternative 2b alignment are underground and other at-grade portions do not 
pass as many visually sensitive land uses. 


Visual Compatibility. Alternative 2b between the Dublin/Pleasanton Station in the I-580 median and 
the Downtown Livermore Station would not conflict with existing visual character along this stretch. 
Operating at grade in the median of |-580, Alternative 2b would not adversely affect the existing visual 
setting of the adjacent transportation right-of-way, overpasses, overhead light fixtures, freeway 
directional signs, and vehicular movement. In the segment along Portola A venue, the alignment would 
be underground and, thus, would not be viewed against the existing development and visual character, 
resulting in less-than-significant impacts. For the portion of Alternative 2b beneath Portola and 
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Junction Avenues, there would be a low impact to the existing visual setting. Although ventilation 
shafts would be located above ground, they would not visually conflict with the existing road, utility, 
and commercial visual setting. 


Leaving Downtown Livermore, Alternative 2b approaches William J. Payne Sports Park at grade 
before arriving at Vasco Road Station, as described in the Draft Program EIR, page 2-33, for 
Alternative 2a. The at-grade alignment would appear as a prominent feature in the existing setting 
alongside the park; however, the structure would be situated along the existing UPRR right-of-way and 
would be located in a primarily industrial area where it would not be considered incompatible with the 
existing setting. The proposed Vasco Road Station and Vasco Y ard under Alternative 2b would be 
identical to those described for Alternative 2a. The Vasco Road Station would expand an existing ACE 
station along the UPRR right-of-way. The BART/ACE intermodal station would include a parking 
structure east of Vasco Road up to 45 feet in height. As discussed in the Draft Program EIR for 
Alternative 2a, pages 3.5-32 through 3.5-33, the station would be within an area of primarily industrial 
structures and would remain compatible with the existing visual setting and would therefore constitute a 
low impact. The Vasco Y ard would be immediately east of the Vasco Road Station and would also be 
sited in an industrial setting. The maintenance-related buildings and structures, such as the 
communication tower, would not contrast nor detract from the visual setting. 


In summary, Alternative 2b would have less-than significant impacts on visual compatibility. 


Obstruction of Important Views or Scenic Corridors. Alternative 2b consists of components of 
Alternative 3 (between the Dublin/Pleasanton Station and Downtown Livermore) and Alternative 2a 
(east of Downtown Livermore to a terminus station at Vasco Road and a maintenance facility). 
Important visual resources and scenic corridors in the project corridor include M ount Diablo, Brushy 
Peak, and the City designated scenic corridors along North Livermore Avenue, Isabel Avenue, Doolan 
Road, Fallon Road, Greenville Road, and Altamont Pass Road. As described in the Draft Program 
EIR, pages 3.5-37 through 3.5-39, the segments of Alternative 3 or 2a that comprise Alternative 2b 
would not adversely affect any of these important views or scenic corridors. Asa result, Alternative 
2b would have less-than-significant impacts on important views and scenic corridors. 


Disturbance to Scenic Resources. As discussed in the Draft Program EIR, the portion of alignment 
alternatives within the median of 1-580 would not disturb or remove scenic resources. The alignments 
would not change or remove existing visually noteworthy landscaping, structures, or features of 
development outside of the highway corridor since this stretch would be constructed within the 1-580 
median. 


For Alternative 2b, where the alignment would be in subway along Portola Avenue and Junction 
Avenue, seven above-ground ventilation shafts could remove some of the landscaping that contributes 
to the visual character of this corridor, the same impact as identified for Alternative 3. However, this 
impact would be a construction-related effect and could be avoided through siting during the project- 
level design or mitigated through tree replacement and/or landscaping. Please refer to Mitigation 
Measures Cl-VQ-1.1 and Cl-VQ-1.2 on page 3.16-16 of the Draft Program EIR, which propose to 
visually screen construction yards and staging areas, and use vegetation to reduce impacts to land 
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disturbed by construction of alignments, respectively. Historic buildings, attractive streetscapes, and 
Portola Park and Doolan Park mark the alignment of Alternative 2b as it enters the downtown area. 
These scenic resources would not be adversely affected, because the alignment for Alternative 2b along 
this stretch would be identical to that described for Alternative 3; namely, in a subway and station- 
related elements at the surface would not be expected to result in removal of scenic resources that 
would substantially alter the visual character of this portion of the downtown area. Parking structures 
built at the proposed BART stations under Alternative 2b (Downtown Livermore Station and Vasco 
Road Station) would be constructed as part of an expansion of an existing ACE facility. There are no 
scenic resources in the vicinity of the Vasco Yard. Thus, the stations and the yard would not require 
significant changes to or removal of existing elements in the existing visual setting. 


In summary, like the other BART extension alternatives evaluated in the Draft Program EIR, 
Alternative 2b would not significantly change or remove existing scenic elements in a way that would 
adversely alter the existing visual character or quality of the setting and, thus, would have a less-than- 
significant impact on scenic resources. 


Light and Glare. As described in the Draft Program EIR, pages 3.5-43 through 3.5-44, all BART 
extension alternatives would introduce new sources of light or glare along the tracks, at the proposed 
stations, and at the yards that may affect day or nighttime views. Alternative 2b including the 
Downtown Livermore and Vasco Road stations, as well as the Vasco Y ard, would involve facilities 
located off 1-580 within a variety of visual settings. Lighting or glare at stations not located along 
1-580 could potentially have a moderate impact on day and nighttime views in the area, since these 
areas are proximate to and visible from residential and commercial areas. The same mitigation 
measure identified in the Draft Program EIR, pages 3.5-44 through 3.5-45, to reduce light and glare 
impacts for the other BART extension alternatives to less than significant would apply to Alternative 2b 
(i.e., Mitigation M easure VQ-4.1, which requires BART to design lighting fixtures to reduce spillover 
and to prevent forming significant point sources of light). 


Cultural Resources. In general, any of the BART extension alternatives that traverse Portola Avenue 
or Downtown Livermore would have the potential to disturb historic resources and could encounter 
archaeological resources. Because Alternative 2b passes through each of these “resource rich” areas, 
potentially significant effects to cultural resources would be expected. 


Historic Resources. Similar to Alternative 3, as explained on pages 3.6-20 through 3.6-21 of the Draft 
Program EIR, there is alow potential for the portion of Alternative 2b in the 1-580 median to result in 
construction or operational impacts on historic-age buildings or structures, because no resources exist 
within the median or in proximity to median that could be damaged by construction or operational 
vibration. 


Again identical to Alternative 3, this alternative would transition from the I-580 median to Portola and 
Junction Avenues where it would continue in subway. Portola Avenue is the old Lincoln Highway, the 
first transcontinental highway, and some of the oldest buildings in Livermore are located along this 
route. In addition, Alternative 2b would terminate at the existing ACE station in Downtown 
Livermore. A survey of the downtown area revealed many historic-age resources. As described in the 
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Draft Program EIR, pages 3.6-20 and 3.6-21, the 1988 City of Livermore Historical Resources 
Inventory, the 2004 Livermore Downtown Specific Plan and Historical Resources Inventory, and the 
reconnaissance-level surveys conducted for the BART to Livermore Extension Program identified 
numerous potentially significant resources in Downtown Livermore, including three circa 1925 
residences along Chestnut Street (1853, 1867, and 1881 Chestnut), and two circa 1880 farmhouses 
(228 K Street and 2152 Oak Street) in immediate proximity to the proposed track infrastructure. 


Because this alignment, similar to Alternative 3, would be underground along Portola A venue and in 
the downtown area and station, it would not introduce new features that could compromise the resource 
setting in these areas. However, vibration impacts from construction could damage the potentially 
significant historical resources identified along the Portola alignment and in Downtown Livermore. 
Damage to potentially significant historical resources would constitute a potentially significant impact. 


This alternative would continue east of Downtown Livermore via the UPRR right of way to a terminus 
station at Vasco Road, similar to Alternative 2a. Once outside of the historic downtown core, historic- 
age built resources appear to be relatively sparse. Of significance, this alternative would shift the 
maintenance facility further east away from the Trevarno Road Historic District. As a result, this 
alternative would avoid potentially significant impacts to this historic residential district. 


In summary, due to the proximity of this alternative to the old Lincoln Highway and historic 
Downtown Livermore, this alternative is considered highly sensitive for historical resources. Potential 
impacts on historical resources could result from damage caused by construction vibration. This 
impact is therefore considered potentially significant. Mitigation Measure CR-1.1, of the Draft 
Program EIR, page 3.6-22 through 3.6-23, requires BART to conduct project-level historical resources 
investigation and to implement appropriate protective measures; however, because of the proximity of 
these resources in the historically rich Downtown Livermore, there still could be damage during 
construction due to construction vibration. Accordingly, Alternative 2b, like all other alternatives 
proposing a Downtown Livermore Station (including both Alternatives 2a and 3, which are discussed 
in more detail on pages 3.6-20 through 3.6-21 of the Draft Program EIR), would have a potentially 
significant and unavoidable impact on historic resources. 


Archaeological Resources. Alternative 2b would cross Arroyo las Positas, which is highly sensitive for 
prehistoric archaeological resources; travel under Portola Avenue, which is highly sensitive for buried 
prehistoric and historic-era deposits; proceed through Downtown Livermore, which is highly sensitive 
for historic-period archaeological resources; and in the easternmost portions of the alternative be 
proximate to moderately sensitive for prehistoric and historic-period archaeological resources. Earth- 
disturbing activity during construction of any portion of this alternative could therefore encounter and 
damage subsurface archaeological resources. This impact is considered potentially significant. 


As with other alternatives that have the potential to disturb archaeological resources, Mitigation 
Measures CR-2.1 and CR-2.2, on pages 3.6-27 through 3.6-28 of the Draft Program EIR, would 
reduce potential impacts to less than significant. Mitigation Measure CR-2.1 requires BART to 
conduct project-level archaeological resources investigation and to recommend measures consistent 
with Public Resources Code Section 21083.2(b) to avoid, where feasible, impacts on unique 
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archaeological resources, including preservation in place, planning construction to avoid archaeological 
sites, deeding archaeological sites into permanent conservation easements, or planning parks, green 
space, or other open space to incorporate archaeological sites. Mitigation Measure CR-2.2 requires 
BART to follow state procedures to address the accidental discovery or recognition of human remains. 


Geology, Soils, and Seismicity. Compliance with existing building and safety regulations and codes 
found in the California Building Code, Caltrans documents, and the BART Facility Standards would be 
protective of public health and safety and combined would reduce risks from geotechnical, soil, and 
seismic hazards to less than significant. 


Geotechnical Hazards. As described in the Draft Program EIR, page 3.7-36, compliance with the 
California Building Code, Caltrans structural and safety standards, and BART Facility Standards would 
reduce potential geotechnical hazards to levels consistent with professional engineering practices and 
public health and safety standards. Accordingly, impacts from seismic groundshaking, ground failure, 
and soil constraints would be less than significant. The alignment of Alternative 2b would avoid the 
Greenville fault and thus would avoid hazards related to ground rupture. Alternative 2b would thus be 
similar to Alternative 3 in terms of relatively minimal potential geologic, seismic, and soil hazards, as 
explained on pages 3. 7-38 through 3.7-46 of the Draft Program EIR. 


Mineral Resources. Alternative 2b, like Alternative 3 (page 3.7-47 of the Draft Program EIR), would 
avoid the mineral resources in the Chain of Lakes area. Thus, there would be no impacts on State- 
designated M ineral Resource Sectors. 


Paleontological Resources. Most portions of the study area are highly sensitive for paleontological 
resources. Several isolated paleontological resources have been recorded adjacent to 1-580, making 
this portion of Alternative 2b highly sensitive for paleontological resources. This impact is similar to 
all other alternatives, as discussed on pages 3. 7-48 through 3. 7-51. 


Earth-disturbing activity that extends beyond the previously disturbed zone (three to four feet below the 
existing ground surface) during construction of any portion of the alignment alternatives in the 
undivided Quaternary deposits or the Livermore gravels could encounter and damage subsurface 
paleontological resources. Therefore, Alternative 2b, identical to all of the other BART extension 
alternatives, would have a potentially significant impact on paleontological resources. The same 
mitigation measure identified to reduce paleontological impacts for the BART extension alternatives 
would also apply to Alternative 2b and reduce impacts to less than significant. Specifically, M itigation 
Measure GEO-6.1 of the Draft Program EIR, page 3.7-51 through 3.7-52, requires BART to retain a 
professional who meets the professional qualifications standards for principal paleontologist to conduct 
a project-level study and to recommend appropriate measures that will be implemented at the project 
level. 


Hydrology and Water Quality. Alternative 2b would be similar to Alternatives 2a and 3 and would 
not result in water resources effects beyond those already described in the Draft Program EIR, as 
explained below. In fact, in terms of potential effects to waterways in the study area and exposure to 
flood hazards, Alternative 2b would be among the alternatives with the least impacts. 
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Affected Waterways. Alternative 2b would cross six surface waterways, among the fewest of the 
various BART extension alternatives. In the segment of Alternative 2b in the median of 1-580, the 
alignment would cross, from west to east, T assajara Creek, an unnamed tributary, Cottonwood Creek, 
Collier Canyon Creek, and Arroyo las Positas. Further east, between the Downtown Livermore and 
the Vasco Road Station, the alignment would cross the Arroyo Seco. Alternative 2b would have a 
direct impact on approximately 4,400 feet of waterway, substantially less than any of the other 
alternatives analyzed. Alternative 2b would have an indirect impact to approximately 10,100 feet of 
waterway, among the least of any of the various BART extension alternatives. 


Flood Hazards. As described for all of the other BART extension alternatives on pages 3.8-37 through 
3.8-42 of the Draft Program EIR, Alternative 2b could alter drainage patterns, require overcrossings of 
several tributaries, create cut and fill areas for implementation of subgrade structures, increase the 
amount of impervious surfaces, and be implemented on or near highly erodible soils. These factors 
could result in flooding within the study area, a potentially significant impact. Similar to the other 
BART extension alternatives, Alternative 2b could also reduce flood storage capacity in creeks and 
drainages, restrict drainage feature flow conveyance, and increase impervious area, compared to 
existing conditions, all resulting in a substantial effect on off-site flooding. 


The same mitigation measures recommended for Alternative 3 would apply to Alternative 2b and 
reduce impacts to less than significant. Under Mitigation M easure HY -1.1, as presented on pages 3.8- 
42 through 3.8-43 of the Draft Program EIR, BART shall prepare a Hydraulic and Hydrology Study 
for the entire project to determine runoff rates and durations for the existing and proposed drainage 
system discharging into any local drainage system or natural drainage feature. BART shall coordinate 
with local stormwater/flood control agencies and incorporate suggestions into the project design, as 
appropriate. In accordance with M itigation Measure HY -1.2, page 3.8-43 of the Draft Program EIR, 
BART shall include in the Hydraulic and Hydrology Study required by Mitigation M easure HY -1.1 an 
assessment of the groundwater dewatering discharge effects on the downstream receiving storm drain 
system and receiving waters. 


Similar to the other BART extension alternatives, the proposed stations and maintenance yard for 
Alternative 2b are not located within a Federal Emergency M anagement A gency-defined Special Flood 
Hazard Area. Nevertheless, there are portions of the alignment that traverse the hazard areas (Zones 
AE and AH), and, thus, there is a potentially significant impact from flood risks. Direct encroachment 
by Alternative 2b would be less than any of the other alternatives analyzed, with 14.2 acres located 
within the AH or AE Special Flood Hazard Areas. For these areas, as with the other BART extension 
alternatives, Mitigation Measure HY -4.1, on page 3.8-50 of the Draft Program EIR, would reduce 
impacts to less than significant. This measure, which would apply to all of the BART extension 
alternatives, requires design of BART facilities to reduce the footprint in flood hazard areas or to 
consider other options such as elevating the track segments and other structures and utilities in the 
floodplains above the flood elevation. Potential for flooding of Alternative 2b, like the other BART 
extension alternatives, from failure of either the Del Valle or Patterson Dams is remote and impacts are 
less than significant. 
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Erosion and Siltation. The effects of Alternative 2b on erosion and siltation would be similar to the 
other BART extension alternatives, as discussed on pages 3.8-42 through 3.8-44 of the Draft Program 
EIR. However, the magnitude of the effect would be less than most of the other alternatives because 
the station and maintenance yard sites with Alternative 2b would involve less permeable, undisturbed 
surfaces than the other alternatives. Alternative 2b would have direct (5.8 acres) and indirect (14.8 
acres) impacts to erodible soils, the same as Alternative 2a, and significantly less than Alternative 3 
(41.0 acres direct impact and 49.1 acres indirect impact), as shown in Tables 3.8-6 and 3.8-7 on pages 
3.8-35 and 3.8-36 of the Draft Program EIR, respectively. 


Compliance with the Construction General Permit,(NPDES Construction General Permit, Order No. 
2009-0009-DWQ, effective July 1, 2010) the Municipal NPDES Permit, and the associated Alameda 
Countywide Clean Water Program require implementation of permanent erosion and sediment controls. 
W here new impervious surface area would be created and drainage is to a susceptible creek or channel, 
the Hydromodification Management (HM) Standard, which requires on-site, regional, or in-stream 
flow controls, would ensure that stormwater runoff from the alternative footprint to the susceptible 
creeks do not cause or contribute to downstream bed or bank erosion. As aresult, and as described on 
page 3.8-45 of the Draft Program EIR, the erosion and siltation effects of Alternative 2b would be less 
than significant, the same as for the other BART extension alternatives. 


Groundwater Effects. The effects of Alternative 2b on groundwater recharge and quality would be 
greater than Alternative 3, with Alternative 2b impacting 270.7 acres directly and 475.5 acres 
indirectly (Alternative 3 would impact 214.4 acres directly and 382.6 acres indirectly, as shown in 
Tables 3.8-6 and 3.8-7 on pages 3.8-35 and 3.8-36 of the Draft Program EIR, respectively). 
However, Alternative 2b would have less of an impact than Alternative 2a, which would impact 292.6 
acres directly and 507.4 acres indirectly. 


Under Alternative 2b, permanent groundwater dewatering would likely be necessary for the below- 
grade portion from I-580 to the Downtown Livermore Station, the same as for Alternative 3. 
Implementation of M itigation Measure HY -1.2, described above and as presented on page 3.8-43 of the 
Draft Program EIR, would limit permanent groundwater dewatering and would reduce potentially 
significant groundwater impacts of Alternative 2b to less-than-significant levels. For the other 
segments of this alternative, which would be at grade, existing regulations and BART Facility 
Standards would ensure that groundwater recharge and groundwater quality impacts remains less than 
significant. 


Biological Resources. The alignment for Alternative 2b largely occurs within developed areas, so that 
potential impacts to biological resources would be among the least of the BART extension alternatives. 


Wetlands, Waters of the U.S., and Waters of the State. Alternative 2b follows the median of 1-580, 
travels under Portola Avenue, and follows the UPRR alignment to its eastern terminus at V asco Road. 
As such, there are relatively few potential disturbances to wetlands, waters of the U.S., or waters of 
the State. As mentioned under Hydrology and Water Quality, Alternative 2b would cross six 
waterways, all of which have been historically channelized, have concrete beds and banks, and have 
been altered to some extent beneath 1-580 for storm drainage management or for agricultural purposes. 
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Within the study area, approximately 500 feet to each side of the alignment, there are drainages that 
could be federally jurisdictional wetlands along both 1-580 and the UPRR that could be disturbed 
during construction. The footprint area of the proposed V asco Road Station includes a portion of an 
unnamed tributary to Arroyo Seco. 


Alternative 2b would have a direct impact on approximately 1.9 acres of wetlands, and indirectly 
impact 4.7 acres of wetlands. This is substantially less than the impacts of the other BART extension 
alternatives, which range from approximately 7 to 12 acres of direct impacts to wetlands, and 9 to 20 
acres of indirect impacts to wetlands. The impacts to wetlands are discussed in more detail on pages 
3.9-44 through 3.9-51 of the Draft Program EIR. 


Mitigation Measures BIO-1.1, BIO-1.2, and BIO-1.3 on pages 3.9-51 through 3.9-52 of the Draft 
Program EIR (i.e, conduct wetland delineations, obtain Section 404 permits, and prepare and 
implement a wetland mitigation plan, respectively) would reduce potentially significant impacts on 
wetlands, waters of the U.S., and waters of the State for all BART extension alternatives. These 
mitigation measures would also apply to Alternative 2b and reduce these impacts to less than 
significant. 


Special-Status Plant Species. Approximately 141 acres of potentially suitable habitat for sensitive plant 
species are present in a 1,000-foot-wide zone, centered on the alignment for Alternative 2b. This 
habitat includes approximately 126 acres of ruderal and 15 acres of disturbed annual grassland 
communities, which could provide suitable habitat for eight special-status plant species. As discussed 
on page 3.9-54 of the Draft Program EIR, Alternative 2a and Alternative 3 could also provide suitable 
habitat for eight special-status plant species; however, Alternative 2b would affect substantially less 
habitat than Alternative 2a (320 acres) and Alternative 3 (275 acres). Alternative 2b would eliminate 
the Isabel/I-580 Station footprint, which could also provide suitable habitat for these species. 


The loss of habitat for special-status plant species and the loss of the individual species due to 
development of this alternative would result in a potentially significant impact. As with all of the other 
BART extension alternatives, the potentially significant effects to special-status plant species could be 
reduced to less than significant for Alternative 2b through implementation of Mitigation M easures 
BIO-2.1, BIO-2.2, and BIO-2.3, as presented on page 3.9-55 through 3.9-56 of the Draft Program 
EIR. These measures call for BART to conduct appropriate floristic surveys, comply with the 
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service requirements 
and permit conditions, and develop and implement a mitigation plan. 


Swainson’s Hawk Foraging Habitat. Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat is extant in the eastern portion 
of the study area (see Figure 3.9-4, page 3.9-28 of the Draft Program EIR). While Alternative 3 
would terminate at the Portola/Railroad Y ard, more than 10 miles from the nearest Swainson’s hawk 
nest, Alternative 2b, like Alternative 2a, continues east, to the Vasco Yard. Alternative 2b would have 
impacts to 3.7 acres of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat, the same as Alternative 2a. This potentially 
significant impact could be reduced to a less-than-significant level through implementation of 
Mitigation M easure BIO-3.1, page 3.9-57 of the Draft Program EIR. This measure requires BART to 
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consult with the CDFG and mitigate for loss of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat through purchase of 
mitigation credits or conservation easements, or paying a fee. 


Special-Status Amphibian and Reptiles. Like Alternative 3, as discussed on page 3.9-60 of the Draft 
Program EIR, Alternative 2b would impact a relatively small amount of potential California red-legged 
frog and western pond turtle habitat. Habitat is located within a 1,000-foot-wide project corridor 
centered on the alignment, located along watercourses this alignment would cross. Alternative 2b 
would not encroach into areas designated as critical habitat for the California red-legged frog or 
California tiger salamander. Like Alternative 2a, Alternative 2b has the potential to impact a relatively 
small amount of potential California tiger salamander aquatic habitat (approximately 5 acres), located 
primarily along the tailtracks northeast of the Vasco Y ard within a 1,000-foot buffer centered on the 
alignment. Additionally, this alternative would run adjacent to an unnamed tributary to Arroyo Seco, 
near the Vasco Road Station, where California red-legged frog have been recorded even though the 
tributary is a concrete-lined canal. 


The mitigation measures identified for the other BART extension alternatives would apply to 
Alternative 2b and reduce potential impacts to sensitive reptile and amphibian species to less than 
significant. In particular, Mitigation Measures BIO-4.1 and BIO-4.2, pages 3.9-61 through 3.9-63 of 
the Draft Program EIR, requires BART to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, conduct 
surveys, implement avoidance measures during construction, and preserve upland habitat to mitigate 
effects to the California tiger salamander and California red-legged frog; and Mitigation M easure 
BIO-4.3, page 3.9-63 of the Draft Program EIR, requires BART to consult with the CDFG, conduct 
surveys and relocate western pond turtles. 


Special-Status Vernal Pool Invertebrates and Critical Habitat. As described above for special-status 
reptiles and amphibians, the impacts of Alternative 2b on vernal pool species and critical habitat stem 
partly from components of Alternative 2a and partly from components of Alternative 3. Similar to 
Alternative 2a, as discussed on page 3.9-65 of the Draft Program EIR, Alternative 2b would impact a 
moderate amount of potential vernal pool invertebrate habitat; between 4 and 6 acres of potential 
habitat is located in a 1,000-foot-wide project corridor centered on the alternative. Alternative 3, as 
described on page 3.9-65 of the Draft Program EIR, would affect between 0.5 and 2 acres of potential 
habitat at the Isabel/l-580 Station. Since this station would be eliminated under Alternative 2b, these 
potential effects would not occur. Alternative 2b would also not affect vernal pool fairy shrimp critical 
habitat, which is approximately 1.3 miles to the north of the Vasco Y ard. 


Potential vernal pool habitat is primarily located along the tailtracks northeast of the Vasco Y ard and in 
the vicinity of the Greenville Y ard. As explained under Impact BIO-5, page 3.9-64 of the Program 
Draft EIR, vernal pool invertebrate habitat has been identified as wetlands and not as vernal pool 
habitat. Because wetland delineations have not been conducted for any of the alternatives at this point, 
the Draft Program EIR cannot identify any of the features to a specific wetland type (i.e. vernal pool). 
Additionally, as described in Impact BIO-5, the Greenville Y ard is within vernal pool fairy shrimp 
critical habitat and implementation of that alternative would have the potential of removing 
approximately 113 acres from the critical habitat unit. Furthermore, the Greenville Y ard area has been 
included in the recent critical habitat designation for the California red-legged frog. Implementation of 
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any of the alternatives that include the Greenville Y ard (Alternatives 1, 1a, and 1b) would not only 
remove potentially suitable vernal pool invertebrate habitat, but would also result in adverse 
modification of critical habitat for the vernal pool fairy shrimp and the California red-legged frog. 
Wetlands that have the potential to be present within the length of Alternative 2b would be located 
outside of the designated fairy shrimp critical habitat and California red-legged frog critical habitat: 
thus, Alternative 2b would not have the same restrictions as those identified for the alternatives 
including the Greenville Y ard (Alternatives 1, 1a, and 1b). 


The mitigation measure to reduce impacts to vernal pool invertebrates to less than significant for 
Alternative 2b would be the same as that identified for Alternatives 2a and 3. Specifically, Mitigation 
Measure BIO-5.1, pages 3.9-65 through 3.9-66 of the Draft Program EIR, requires BART to consult 
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and develop plans to avoid and reduce impacts to vernal pool 
invertebrates. 


Central California Coast Steelhead. The Arroyo Mocho provides habitat for the central California 
coast steelhead, a federally endangered species. Alternative 2b would not cross this creek and would 
not be expected to affect this species. 


Heritage and Protected Trees. Alternative 2b could result in the removal of trees along !-580, within 
the Downtown Livermore and Vasco Road Station areas, and at the Vasco Yard. As a result, 
Alternative 2b would have significant effects on trees, similar to all of the other BART extension 
alternatives. The recommended mitigation measure to reduce loss of trees to less than significant 
would be the same for Alternative 2b as for the other alternatives; namely, BART shall conduct a tree 
survey and replace tress loss at a suitable ratio (Mitigation M easure BIO-8.1, page 3.9-72 of the Draft 
Program EIR). 


Noise and Vibration. The noise and vibration effects of Alternative 2b would be identical to 
Alternative 3 between the Dublin/Pleasanton Station and the Downtown Livermore Station, and less 
than those identified for Alternative 2a for the portion of the alignment east of the Downtown 
Livermore Station, as described below. 


Noise from BART Operations. For the segment from the existing Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station to 
the proposed Downtown Livermore Station, Alternative 2b would operate in the median of I-580 or 
underground beneath Portola Avenue. In this stretch, similar to Alternative 3, BART trains would not 
result in potentially significant noise effects. The ventilation shafts along Portola Avenue, however, 
could generate noise levels of 101 dBA at 50 feet. East of Downtown Livermore, Alternative 2b 
would be similar to Alternative 2a and operate at grade along the UPRR tracks to a terminus station 
and maintenance yard east of Vasco Road. Train operations for the at-grade segment would result in 
potentially significant noise impacts for existing land uses, as shown in Figure 3.10-10 in the Draft 
Program EIR for Alternative 2a, between the Downtown Livermore Station and V asco Road. There is 
a short segment of Alternative 2a of approximately 0.3 miles where the BART guideway would be 
elevated that would not be required under Alternative 2b. In this stretch, the potential noise exposure 
effects would be less under Alternative 2b than under Alternative 2a. The Vasco Y ard could generate 
noise levels of 118 dBA at 50 feet; however, the nearest sensitive residential land uses are about 2,000 
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feet to the southwest and thus would not be significantly impacted. Finally, substations would be 
located approximately every 1.5 miles along the alignment. These facilities could generate noise levels 
of 99 dBA at 50 feet and may also significantly disturb nearby residents, parks, and schools. 


Mitigation measures to reduce BART operations from Alternative 2b are identical to measures 
described for other alternatives. Specifically, Mitigation Measure NO-1.1, pages 3.10-53 through 
3.10-54 of the Draft Program EIR, requires BART to install noise attenuation measures along the 
alignment. Such measures could include barriers that interrupt the transmission of noise between 
BART operations and the receptor and modifications to the BART vehicles or tracks. Mitigation 
Measure NO-3.1, page 3.10-57 of the Draft Program EIR, requires BART to install noise shielding 
around ventilation shafts, and Mitigation Measure NO-4.1, page 3.10-60 of the Draft Program EIR, 
requires BART to site and design substations to reduce noise. Barriers, enclosures, sound absorption 
materials, and sound mufflers are effective means to reduce noise levels. Because of the uncertainty 
over the location of the BART facilities and the proximity of sensitive receptors, noise impacts from 
train operations and from the substations may remain significant and unavoidable, similar to 
Alternatives 2a and 3, as discussed on pages 3.10-50 through 3.10-52 and 3.10-59, respectively, of the 
Draft Program EIR. In contrast, mitigation measures for the noise from ventilation shafts would 
reduce impacts to less than significant. 


Traffic Noise. In general, the transportation characteristics of Alternative 2b would be very similar to 
those of Alternative 2a. This is because both alternatives have the same two stations, Downtown 
Livermore and Vasco Road. Alternative 2b, in particular would have impacts on local arterials that 
would be similar to those of Alternative 2a, as described in pages 3.10-63 through 3.10-64 of the Draft 
Program EIR. Asa result, noise impacts from traffic on local roadways for Alternative 2b would be 
similar to those described for Alternative 2a. 


Vibration. As described in the Draft Program EIR, on page 3.10-68, receptors less than 90 feet from 
the tracks alone or less than 125 feet from railroad switches may be significantly impacted by 
groundborne vibration from at-grade or below-ground BART operations. Similar to Alternative 3, 
Alternative 2b would result in less-than-significant vibration impacts for the at-grade portion in the 
median of |-580. For the underground portion of Alternative 2b, vibration impacts would be identical 
to Alternative 3; because distances to receptors along portions of Portola Avenue vary from 50 feet to 
75 feet, groundborne vibration and groundborne noise are potentially significant along this segment and 
may annoy sensitive receptors. However, groundborne vibration or groundborne noise impacts during 
operations would not be sufficiently severe to cause damage to structures. The mitigation measure for 
vibration annoyance for Alternative 2b would be similar to that identified for Alternative 3. As 
described in the Draft Program EIR, and mandated by Mitigation Measure NO-6.1, page 3.10-69, 
BART would conduct a detailed vibration study and employ vibration reducing measures to attain the 
thresholds defined by the Federal Transit Administration. M easures that have proven effective include 
modifications to the tracks and to the siting of switches, and would reduce vibration effects to less than 
significant. 
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Air Quality. Of all of the BART extension alternatives, Alternative 2b would result in the greatest 
BART ridership and the greatest reduction in vehicle miles traveled. Consequently, this alternative 
would result in the greatest air quality benefits of the alternatives examined. 


Conformance with Clean Air Plan and Emissions of Criteria Pollutant and Greenhouse Gases. As with 
each of the other BART extension alternatives, Alternative 2b would result in a reduction of regional 
vehicle miles traveled, as automobile drivers divert onto BART. Accordingly, Alternative 2b would 
have a beneficial effect on regional air quality because the reduced vehicle miles traveled would 
translate into reduced emissions of criteria pollutants and greenhouse gases. As shown in Table 1-4 
later, Alternative 2b would have slightly higher quantifiable emission reductions than the other 
alternatives, making it the alternative with the greatest reduction in regional emissions (NOx and 
Reactive Organic Gases [ROG]) and greenhouse gas emissions. Alternative 2b would reduce 342 
lbs/day of NOx, 57 lbs/day of ROG, and 597,138 Ibs/day of greenhouse gas emissions. 


Odors and Toxics. The Draft Program EIR, page 3.11-23 through 3.11-24, explains that BART 
extension alternatives would not involve activities or substances that are normally expected to result in 
odor emissions that would annoy a substantial number of sensitive receptors. Several stretches of the 
alternative alignments and the Downtown Livermore Station and the Vasco Road Station, are near 
sensitive receptors, but they would not be adversely affected because of the absence of odor sources 
associated with BART’s electric revenue vehicles. Odor impacts from maintenance activities are 
expected to be less than significant, not only because the odors are localized but also because the V asco 
Y ard, the maintenance yard associated with Alternative 2b is removed from substantial populations. 
Likewise, the BART extension alternatives are not expected to have sources that would generate 
substantial amount of air toxics. BAAQMD permits would be required for any diesel emergency 
generators or solvents used at any maintenance facility that may, without operational limits or controls, 
generate significant levels of air toxics. The less-than-significant impacts identified for odor and toxics 
emissions for all of the BART extension alternatives in the Draft Program EIR are applicable to 
Alternative 2b. 


Localized CO Concentrations. Because of its similarities to Alternative 2a in terms station locations 
and traffic effects, Alternative 2b would have similar impacts at local street intersections and on 
localized CO concentrations. Like Alternative 2a, Alternative 2b would have beneficial localized air 
quality effects at eight locations and potentially adverse impacts at five locations, based on traffic 
congestion levels. 


Public Health and Safety. Potential hazardous materials releases, interference with emergency 
response plans, and exposure to electromagnetic fields associated with Alternative 2b would be similar 
to all of the other BART extension alternatives. Alternative 2b would not include stations or 
maintenance facility within the Livermore Municipal Airport areas of concern, and thus avoids 
potential issues posed by the Isabel/|-580 Station and the Portola/Railroad Y ard of Alternative 3. 


Hazardous Materials Release. Similar to Alternatives 2a and 3, Alternative 2b would have a 
potentially significant risk related to the upset or accidental release of hazardous materials during 
operations because of the hazardous materials associated with the maintenance yard. An accidental 
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spill or release of these substances could result in hazardous materials draining into stormwater outlets 
from the maintenance yards. However, Mitigation Measure HS-1.1, page 3.12-27 of the Draft 
Program EIR, which requires BART to develop and implement a spill prevention plan to control 
hazardous materials use and storage, would apply to Alternative 2b, similar to the other alternatives 
with maintenance yards, and reduce the health and safety impacts to less than significant. 


Because the Vasco Yard associated with Alternative 2b is not located near a school, potential risks 
from accidental releases that could affect student populations would not be an issue. Accordingly, like 
Alternative 2a, which also includes the Vasco Y ard, there would be a less-than-significant impact on 
schools from hazardous materials releases, as explained on page 3.12-29 of the Draft Program EIR. 


Interference with Emergency Response Plans. As explained in the Draft Program EIR, pages 3.12-30 
through 3.12-31, the BART extension alternatives would be designed to provide access for emergency 
response vehicles. In particular, Alternative 2b would incorporate the following features that would 
ensure access and circulation by emergency responders: all proposed stations would be designed to 
include access and a parking area for emergency response vehicles; and all alignments would be fully 
grade-separated. 


Nevertheless, station area traffic could increase volumes and decrease levels of service (LOS) near 
stations, which potentially could slow emergency response times. Section 3.2, Transportation, of the 
Draft Program EIR, presents information regarding the intersections where LOS would diminish. As 
discussed in Section 3.2, Transportation, all intersections would be mitigated to acceptable levels of 
service (except at one downtown intersection for Alternative 3, which would be similar to Alternative 
2b), thereby reducing the potential for the BART extension to substantially slow emergency response 
times and compromise public safety. For the intersection that would remain at significant congestion 
levels during the AM peak hour, there are alternative routes that could be used to avoid this 
intersection. Impacts of Alternative 2b, like Alternative 3, would therefore be less than significant. 


Airport Safety. The alignment, proposed stations, and maintenance yard of Alternative 2b would not 
affect safety at the Livermore M unicipal Airport. While Alternative 2b is most similar to Alternative 3 
in the vicinity of the airport, the elements of Alternative 3 that trigger the need for a determination of 
consistency with the Airport Land Use Policy Plan (the Isabel/I-580 Station and the Portola/Railroad 
Y ard) are not included as part of Alternative 2b. Asa result, Alternative 2b would have no effect on 
the operations at the airport. 


Wildland Fire Hazards. As shown in Figure 3.12-3 of the Draft Program EIR, moderate fire hazards 
occur along |-580, Greenville Road, El Charro Road, and near the intersection of Isabel Avenue and 
Stanley Station. There is also an area between the UPRR tracks and Lawrence Livermore L aboratory 
with moderate fire hazard severity. Consequently, Alternative 2b would be exposed to moderate fire 
hazards along its at-grade alignment in the median of 1-580 and at the Vasco Road Station and V asco 
Y ard. The same design and construction standards required of the other BART extension alternatives 
with potential wildland fire hazard impacts would apply to Alternative 2b and avoid potential effects. 
Specifically, Alternative 2b would be designed in accordance with the Wildland-Urban Interface Code 
and Divisions 21 and 28 of the BART Facility Standards. 
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Electromagnetic Fields (EMFs). As discussed in the Draft Program EIR, pages 3.12-36 through 
3,12-38, there is currently no scientific consensus on the health effects of EMFs, and the BART 
extension alternatives, including Alternative 2b, would not produce EMF near the levels that industry, 
government, and scientific organizations with expertise in EMF have proposed for public health and 
safety. As aresult, it can be reasonably concluded that Alternative 2b, like the other BART extension 
alternatives, would have a less-than-significant impact with regards to EMF. 


Train Safety. Because Alternative 2b, similar to the other BART extension alternatives, would operate 
in the UPRR corridor, there is a potential concern regarding conflicts with other trains operating on the 
right-of-way. For Alternative 2b, in the stretch between Downtown Livermore and the Vasco Y ard, 
the alignment would be near other operating trains. In this stretch, Alternative 2b would apply 
BART's protective measures and comply with Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) regulations. As 
described in the Draft Program EIR, pages 3.12-40 and 3.12-41, the FRA regulations and standards 
require sufficient separation between freight and passenger service to ensure safety for both systems. 
More recently, UPRR has developed its own set of principles for access to its right-of-way where 
freight operates. The principles essentially define a “safety envelope” around the freight tracks and 
indicate UPRR’s preference that, within this envelope, only freight rail should operate. These 
principles would apply to portions of Alternative 2b and increase the distance between BART trains and 
trains on the UPRR right-of-way (i.e., ACE and freight trains) by separating freight and passenger 
tracks by 50 feet or more. As a result, the potential for derailment, train collisions, and related safety 
matters identified for this alternative under existing regulations would remain less than significant if 
final designs conform to the UPRR principles. 


Community Services. Operational impacts associated with Alternative 2b in terms of demand for 
police and fire protection services would be similar to the other BART extension alternatives. Like the 
other alternatives, Alternative 2b would lead to increased activity at station locations and the 
maintenance yard in the City of Livermore, leading to increased demands on the BART Police 
Department, the Livermore Police Department, and the Livermore Fire Department. Also see M aster 
Response 6 of this document for a discussion of safety and security around BART stations. As 
reported in the Draft Program EIR, page 3.13-14, traffic issues would be of particular concern around 
the Downtown Livermore Station due to the intensity of existing and planned development in the area. 
However, consistent with the experience in Dublin and Pleasanton, increased activity around BART 
stations in Livermore would result in a small increase in demand for police services. Similarly, the 
Draft Program EIR (pages 3.13-15 through 3.13-16) notes that, based on current experience with the 
existing BART facilities located in the study area and elsewhere in the BART system, including stations 
and maintenance yard facilities, the Livermore-Pleasanton Fire Department report that existing staffing 
levels would be adequate to serve the BART extension alternatives. Moreover, BART Facility 
Standards contain measures to ensure security and safety for BART passengers. In summary, 
Alternative 2b, similar to the other BART extension alternatives, would result in less-than-significant 
effects on local police and fire protection services. 


Utilities. As reported in the Draft Program EIR, pages 3.14-10 through 3.14-12, the BART extension 
alternatives would result in a minor increase in water supply demand and wastewater treatment 
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requirements. Alternative 2b would be similar in its utility demand characteristics to the other two- 
station BART extensions, and likewise would have less-than-significant effects on water supply 
availability from Zone 7 and on wastewater treatment capacity at the Livermore Water Reclamation 
Plant. 


Energy. As described in the Draft Program EIR, pages 3.15-13 through 3.15-15, all BART extension 
alternatives would have the beneficial effect of reducing net transportation energy usage because the 
automobiles diverted off the roads accounts for more energy consumption than the energy required to 
operate and maintain the transit service. As depicted in Table 1-4, Alternative 2b would have a 
reduction in regional energy consumption of 928 billion BTU/year, higher than Alternative 2a 
(919 billion BTU/year), making it the alternative with the highest reduction in regional energy 
consumption. 


Even though the BART extension alternatives would be constructed in conformance with BART’s own 
Facility Standards and Sustainability Principles, both of which emphasize energy conservation, the new 
BART facilities and operations would increase electricity demand to potentially significant and 
unavoidable levels. While the potential increased annual electricity demand associated with the BART 
extension alternatives is expected to be met, the alternatives may affect the peak load of the region on 
any particular day. As described in the “Setting” section of the Draft Program EIR, page 3.15-4, there 
is uncertainty regarding the ability of California’s transmission system to transfer the electricity from 
the power plants to the users during peak demand. Accordingly, the potential effects on electrical 
demand from Alternative 2b are identical to other BART extension alternatives. 


Construction Impacts. Because Alternative 2b is similar in its facilities, construction activities, and 
construction duration to Alternatives 2a and 3, the construction-related impacts identified for these 
alternatives would apply to Alternative 2b. These impacts are identified in the Draft Program EIR, 
pages 3.16-11 through 3.16-65 (and summarized in Table 3.16-4, page 3.16-9) and highlighted below. 


e Transportation - Traffic disruption and traffic delays on local roadways; disruption of bus 
service; and interference with existing pedestrian, bicycle, and trail routes. 


e Visual - Temporary construction at yards and staging areas due to security lighting, fencing, 
and modular office units. 


e Hydrology - On- and off-site flooding from construction at nearby local waterways; off-site 
erosion; and groundwater dewatering from subgrade tunnels. 


e Biology - Temporary impacts on wetlands; vernal pool invertebrates; special-status nesting 
birds; and special-status bats. 


e Noise and Vibration - Construction noise and vibration impacts on sensitive receptors and local 
businesses. 


e Air Quality - Construction-generated dust, odors, and diesel particulate matter exhaust 
associated with construction equipment. 
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e Health and Safety - Potential for accidental release and exposure of hazardous materials from 
nearby listed hazardous waste site to the environment and nearby schools; and potential rupture 
of unknown oil and gas pipelines during the construction of tunnels and deep foundations. 


e Utilities - Construction impacts associated with the numerous overhead and underground 
utilities. 


e Energy - Construction energy to build the stations, the new maintenance facility, tracks, and 
associated utilities and infrastructure. 


Through mitigation measures identified for the other alternatives, but particularly Alternative 2a and 
Alternative 3, all potentially significant construction impacts would be ameliorated to less-than- 
significant levels for all alternatives, except for impacts from construction noise and vibration. 
Alternative 2b would likewise result in potentially significant construction period impacts, all of which 
would be mitigated to less than significant except for noise and vibration. While noise and vibration 
mitigation measures associated with construction activities would reduce the potential impacts; these 
temporary impacts would remain potentially significant and unavoidable due to the uncertainty in the 
equipment used and potential proximity to sensitive receptors. 


Cumulative Analysis. Alternative 2b is similar in its facilities, construction activities, alignment 
footprint, and operating characteristics to Alternatives 2a and Alternative 3. Therefore, potentially 
significant cumulative impacts identified for Alternative 2a and Alternative 3 would apply to 
Alternative 2b and include: 


e Transportation - freeway congestion, roadway congestion, and intersection levels of service 
deterioration. 


e Population and Housing - displacement of business and housing. 


e Cultural Resources -potential disturbance to historical and archeological resources or human 
remains. 


e Biological Resources - potential direct and indirect disturbance to sensitive biological resources 
and loss of Swainson’s Hawk foraging habitat. 


e Noise and Vibration - vehicular traffic noise exposure along !-580 and major local roadways; 
and vibration from BART, heavy vehicle operation along major roadways, and increased train 
operations along the UPRR right-of-way. 


e Energy- peak electricity demand that may not be satisfied because of the uncertainty in the 
transmission system. 


All potential significant cumulative impacts associated with Alternative 2b would be reduced to less 
than cumulatively considerable with the implementation of mitigation measures identified for 
Alternative 2a and Alternative 3, except for contributions to noise and vibration and to energy effects. 
While mitigation measures associated are recommended to reduce the level of impacts to less than 
cumulatively considerable, no mitigation measures are available to fully and adequately reduce the 
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contribution to a less-than-considerable level for noise and vibration, and improve the reliability of the 
energy transmission infrastructure. 


Summary. In summary, impacts for Alternative 2b are similar to the other BART extension 
alternatives, particularly Alternative 2a and Alternative 3, because Alternative 2b consists of 
components of both of these alternatives. As a result, the alternative-specific impacts, as well as the 
cumulative effects, are comparable to those described in the Draft Program EIR for Alternative 2a and 
Alternative 3. Alternative 2b, however, would present some benefits compared to those and other 
alternatives, in that it would not include the El Charro Road/UPRR alignment associated with 
Alternative 2a nor the Isabel/l-580 and the Portola/Railroad Y ard associated with Alternative 3. These 
components of Alternatives 2a and 3 result in potentially significant impacts that include noise exposure 
and land acquisition along El Charro Road and the UPRR corridor (Alternative 2a), consistency of an 
aerial alignment with Pleasanton’s plans for Staples Ranch and El Charro Road (Alternative 2a), 
consistency of an aerial alignment and station area development with the Airport Protection Area 
(Alternatives 2a and 3), potential encroachment outside the UGB from station area development around 
the Isabel/I-580 Station (Alternative 3), potential disturbance to the Arroyo Mocho and central 
California coast steelhead from station area development around the Isabel/Il-580 Station (Alternative 
3), potential noise and compatibility issues from the Portola/Railroad Y ard with the Trevarno Road 
Historic District (Alternative 3), and potential hazardous materials releases from the Portola/Railroad 
Y ard near residences and schools (Alternative 3). Alternative 2b would avoid these potential impacts. 
In addition, because Alternative 2b would result in the highest BART ridership and the greatest 
reduction to vehicle miles traveled, it would yield the greatest benefits in terms of reduced air 
emissions, greenhouse gas emissions, and energy resource consumption (see T able 1-4). 


Other potentially significant impacts that might be associated with Alternative 2b are fully described 
and evaluated in the Draft Program EIR, and there are no new or substantially more severe significant 
impacts associated with this alternative that are not already addressed in the Draft Program EIR. In 
summary, for issues where differences between the Alternative 2b and the other BART extension 
alternatives were identified above, these differences represent impacts that either would be reduced or 
avoided by Alternative 2b, or would be comparable in magnitude for Alternative 2b and the other 
alternatives and would be addressed by the same mitigation measures already analyzed in the Draft 
Program EIR. 
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Issue 
Transportation 


Increase in BART System 
Ridership (daily riders) 


Reduction in V ehicle M iles 
Traveled (per day) 

#of Improved Segments along 
1-580 (in Peak Hour) 


# of Improved Local 
Intersections (in Peak Hour) 


Possible Station Connection to 
ACE 


Air Quality 


Reduction in Regional 
Emissions (|bs/day) 


NOx 
ROG 


Reduction in Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions (lbs/day) 


Table 1-4 
Beneficial Effects of the BART Extension Alternatives 
Alternative Alternative 


la 1b 
Alternative Downtown- Downtown- Alternative Alternative 
1 Greenville Greenville Alternative 2a Alternative Alternative Alternative 4 Alternative 
Greenville East via East via 2 Downtown- 2b Portola 3 3a Isabel/ 5 
East UPRR SPRR Las Positas Vasco -Vasco Portola Railroad 1-580 Quarry 
31,700 30,900 30,900 29,800 31,600 31,900 29,900 29,700 19,900 20,800 


687,877 742,836 742,836 742,494 860,211 868,370 704,246 633,485 404,159 620,992 


7 7 7 6 7 7 5 6 5 4 
8 8 8 6 8 8 8 7 8 7 
Y es Y es Y es Yes Y es Yes Yes Y es No Yes 
267 287 287 290 339 342 273 243 149 247 
46 50 50 49 57 57 47 42 27 41 


429,694 459,473 463,658 493,946 591,522 597,138 483,098 412,010 261,429 468,866 


Energy 
Reduction in Regional Energy 628 668 678 754 919 928 756 624 402 770 
Consumption (Billion BTU s/year) 
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2.1 WRITTEN COMMENTS 


Twenty-two comment letters on the Draft Program EIR were received from public agencies, 18 
comment letters on the Draft Program EIR were received from organizations, and 91 comment letters 
on the Draft Program EIR were received from the general public. | Responses to these written 
comments have been provided in Section 4, Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program 
EIR. Refer to Section 2.3, below, for a list of commentors that provided non-CEQA-related 
comments. 


Public Agencies 


1. Chris Nagano, Division Chief, United States Department of the Interior: Fish and Wildlife 
Service, Endangered Species Program (letter dated J anuary 12, 2010) 


2. Scott Morgan, Acting Director, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse 
and Planning Unit (letter dated December 22, 2009) 


3. Scott Morgan, Acting Director, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse 
and Planning Unit (letter dated December 28, 2009) 


4. Scott Morgan, Acting Director, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse 
and Planning Unit (letter dated December 31, 2009) 


5. Lisa Carboni, District Branch Chief, California Department of Transportation (letter dated 
January 21, 2010) 


6. Dan Leavitt, Deputy Director, California High-Speed Rail Authority (letter dated January 21, 
2010) 


7. Moses Stites, Rail Corridor Safety Specialist, State of California Public Utilities Commission, Rail 
Transit and Crossings Branch, Consumer Protection and Safety Branch (letter dated December 9, 
2009) 

8. Brian K. Wines, Water Resources Control Engineer, South and East Bay Watershed Section, 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region (letter dated 
December 30, 2009) 

9. Scott Haggerty, First District Supervisor, County of Alameda Board of Supervisors (letter dated 
January 20, 2010) 

10. Albert Lopez, Planning Director, Alameda County Community Development Agency, Planning 
Department (letter dated J anuary 21, 2010) 

11. Diane Stark, Senior Transportation Planner, Alameda County Congestion Management Agency 
(letter dated January 21, 2010) 
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12. G.F. Duerig, Zone 7 Water Agency, Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District, Zone 7 (letter dated J anuary 20, 2010) 

13. Dick Quigley, Board President Zone 7 Water Agency, Alameda County Flood Control and Water 
Conservation District, Zone 7 (letter dated J anuary 21, 2010) 

14. Kwablah Attiogbe, Environmental Services M anager, County of Alameda Public Works Agency 
(letter dated December 18, 2009) 

15. Joel L. Kinnamon, Chancellor, Chabot-Las Positas Community College District (web form 
January 20, 2010) 

16. MelissaA. Morton, Public Works Director, City of Dublin (letter dated December 17, 2009) 

17. Nelson Fialho, City Manager, City of Pleasanton (letter dated January 19, 2010) 

18. Nelson Fialho, City Manager, City of Pleasanton (letter dated J anuary 19, 2010) 

19. John Greitzer, Senior Transportation Planner, Contra Costa County, Department of Conservation 
and Development (letter dated December 28, 2009) 

20. Chris Barton, Senior Planner, East Bay Regional Parks District (letter dated J anuary 20, 2010) 

21. Paul Matsuoka, Executive Director, Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority (LAVTA) (letter 
dated J anuary 20, 2010) 

22. Doug Kimsey, Planning Director, M etropolitan Transportation Commission (letter dated J anuary 
21, 2010) 

Organizations 

23. Ralph Kanz, Conservation Director, Alameda Creek Alliance (letter dated J anuary 21, 2010) 

24. Andy Chow, President, BayRail Alliance (letter dated J anuary 21, 2010) 

25. Lech Naumovich, Conservation Analyst, East Bay Chapter of the California Native Plant Society 
(letter dated January 21, 2009) 

26. Tobias Mellows, Continuing Life Communities (letter dated J anuary 20, 2010) 

27. Greg Betty, Board of Directors, Dublin Chamber of Commerce (letter dated January 14, 2010) 

28. David Stark, Public Affairs Director, Bay East Association of Realtors (web form letter dated 
January 21, 2010) 

29. Debbie Peterson, Member, Steering Committee, Friends of Springtown Preserve (web form dated 
January 21, 2010) 

30. Dale Kaye, President/CEO, Livermore Chamber of Commerce (letter dated J anuary 21, 2010) 

31. Charles Hatwig, President, Livermore Cultural Arts Council (web form dated J anuary 6, 2010) 

32. Richard S. Cimino, Ohlone Audubon, Ohlone Conservation Chair, Eastern Alameda County 
(letter dated J anuary 18, 2010) 

33. Scott Raley, CEO, President, Pleasanton Chamber of Commerce (web form dated December 15, 
2009) 

34. Marshall C. Wallace, Reed Smith (letter dated J anuary 21, 2010) 

35. Robert W. Taylor, Retzlaff Winery (letter dated January 20, 2010) 
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36. 
37. 
38. 


39. 


Donald D. Gralnek, EV P/General Counsel, San J ose Sharks LLC (letter dated January 21, 2010) 
Troy Bristol, Land Conservation Associate, Save M ount Diablo (letter dated J anuary 21, 2010) 


David Schonbrunn, President, Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund (letter dated 


January 21, 2010) 


Jerry Wilmoth, General M anager Network Infrastructure, Union Pacific (letter dated January 15, 


2010) 


40. R. Stephen Grace, Business Development and Land Resources M anager, Vulcan M aterials (letter 


dated J anuary 21, 2010) 


General Public 


Al. 
42. 
43. 
44. 
45, 
46. 
47. 
48. 
49, 
50. 
51. 
52. 
53. 
54. 
55. 


56. 


57. 


58. 


59. 


60. 
él. 


62. 


63. 


Nancy Allen (web form dated J anuary 4, 2010) 
Robert A Ilen (letter dated November 6, 2009) 
Robert Allen (letter dated November 12, 2009) 
Robert Allen (letter dated December 2, 2009) 
Robert Allen (letter dated December 4, 2009) 
Robert Allen (letter dated December 10, 2009) 
Robert Allen (letter dated December 15, 2009) 
Robert Allen (letter dated J anuary 9, 2010) 
Robert Allen (letter dated J anuary 19, 2010 
Robert Allen (letter dated J anuary 22, 2010 
Robert Allen (letter dated J anuary 26, 2010 
Robert Allen (letter dated J anuary 27, 2010 
Ed Alley (letter dated December 16, 2009) 

M elanie Alley (comment card with no date) 


) 
) 
) 
) 


M elanie Alley (web form dated November 19, 
2009) 


James and Karla Armstrong 
(letter dating January 18, 2010) 


Harry Babb (web form dated November 30, 
2009) 


Jonathan Bair (web form dated December 19, 
2009) 


Jonathan Bair (web form dated December 19, 
2009) 


Bob Baltzer (letter undated) 


Priya Basu (web form dated November 25, 
2009) 


Larry Berger (web form dated December 18, 
2009) 


Jason Bezis (web form dated J anuary 21, 2010) 


64. 


65. 
66. 


66A. 


67. 


68. 


69. 
70. 


71. 


72. 


13. 


74. 


75. 
76. 
Li 


78. 


79. 


T9A. 


Linda Bloomfield and Pamela Baak 
(web form dated J anuary 18, 2010) 


Ken Bradley (comment card undated) 


Bob Brignano (web form dated J anuary 21, 
2010) 


Ted Brownlee (comment card undated) 


David Brusiee (web form dated November 17, 
2009)) 


Rich Buckley (web form dated December 8, 
2009) 


Rich Buckley (web form dated J anuary 15, 2010) 


Alan Burnham (web form dated November 28, 
2009) 


Robert Canning (web form dated J anuary 20, 
2010) 


Alen and J ulia Casamajor 
(web form dated J anuary 7, 2010) 


Julia Casamajor (web form dated J anuary 7, 
2010) 


Eric Chase (web form dated November 11, 
2009) 


Wilson Cooper (web form December 16, 2009) 
Jim Corkery (web form November 25, 2009) 


Daniel (no last name) 
(web form dated November 20, 2009) 


Sean Dorman (web form dated J anuary 13, 
2010) 


Peter D'Souza (web form dated J anuary 4, 2010) 


Michael Evans (web form dated J anuary 6, 
2010) 
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80. 


81. 


82. 


82A. 


83. 
84, 


85. 


86. 
87. 
88. 


89. 


90. 
91. 


92. 


93. 
94, 


95, 


96. 


97. 
98. 


99, 


100. 


101. 


102. 


Casey Fargo (web form dated December 12, 
2009) 


William Fitzwater (web form dated November 
18, 2009) 


Brian Hall (web form dated J anuary 3, 2010) 


Bonnie Hamilton (web form dated December 3, 
2009) 


J. Haslam (web form dated J anuary 21, 2010) 


Clarence Hoenig (letter dated November 17, 
2009) 


Clarence Hoenig (letter dated December 17, 
2009) 


Jill Hornbeck (letter dated November 19, 2009) 
S.V. Huerta (letter dated December 29, 2009) 


Roxanne H uguet (letter dated November 22, 
2009) 


Carolyn Hunt (web form dated November 23, 
2009) 


Genoveva J ones (comment card undated) 


William J unk (web form dated December 26, 
2009) 


James Kelly (web form dated December 28, 
2009) 


Paul Kendall (web form dated J anuary 3, 2010) 


Bradley Kurtzer (web form dated J anuary 19, 
2010) 


Eamsee L akamsani (web form dated J anuary 
23, 2010) 


Freddy Lewis (web form dated December 16, 
2009) 


Sandy Li (web form dated December 27, 2009) 
Carolyn Lord (web form dated J anuary 20, 
2010) 

Randy M asker (web form dated December 7, 
2009) 

Jeff M cAuliff (web form dated December 2, 
2009) 

Daniel M clnerney (web form dated J anuary 19, 
2010) 

Roy Nakadegawa (web form dated J anuary 21, 
2010) 


103. 
104. 


105. 


106. 


106A. 
107. 


108. 
109. 
110. 
V1. 
112. 
113. 


114. 
115. 
116. 


117. 
118. 


119. 


120. 


121. 


122. 


123. 
124. 


125. 


126. 


127. 


Gary Oehrle (comment card undated) 


Gary Oehrle (web form dated November 19, 
2010) 


M erle Ohlhauser (web form dated J anuary 5, 
2010) 


Valerie Raymond (web form dated J anuary 1, 
2010) 


George Reid (comment card undated) 


Jennifer Rieble (web form dated J anuary 4, 
2010) 


Dan Sapone (web form dated J anuary 3, 2010) 
Paul Schaich (letter dated January 19, 2010) 
Joan Seppula (comment card undated) 

Henry Shay (letter dated November 18, 2009) 
Henry Shay (letter dated December 2, 2009) 


Becky Simpson (web form dated November 12, 
2009) 


Paul Smith (web form dated J anuary 21, 2010) 
Tracy Smith (comment card undated) 


Erin Spoden (web form dated November 17, 
2009) 


John Stein (letter dated J anuary 20, 2010) 


M athew Steinberg (web form dated J anuary 20, 
2010) 


Michelle Steward (web form dated December 
28, 2009) 


M uljadi Sulistio (web form dated J anuary 20, 
2010) 


M ary Travers (web form dated November 21, 
2009) 


Patricia Uhlich (web form dated November 21, 
2009) 


Carl Walter (comment card undated) 


Dana and Gloria Warren 
(letter dated December 8, 2009) 


Jim Wasilausky (letter dated November 25, 
2009) 


Chuck Weir (web form dated December 26, 
2009) 


David Williams (letter dated January 19, 2010) 
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2.2 COMMENTS RECEIVED AT THE PUBLIC HEARINGS 


Comments were received at the public hearings on the BART to Livermore Extension, held on 
November 18, 2009 and December 2, 2009 in the City of Livermore, and on January 6, 2010 in the 
City of Pleasanton. Those who provided comments directly to the court reporter and during the public 
hearing are listed below. In delineating the discrete comments received at the public hearings, the 
following codes have been used to identify commentors and comments; these codes are reflected in the 
transcripts from the public hearings: 


e PH# delineates the public hearing number; 
e S# delineated the speaker number; and 
e PH#S## delineates the discrete comment of a speaker at a public hearing 


Responses to these oral comments have been provided in Section 5, Responses to Oral Comments on 
the Draft Program EIR. 


BART Public Hearing in the City of Livermore (November 18, 2009) 


Commentors below spoke publicly during the November 18, 2009 City of Livermore public hearing on 
the BART to Livermore Extension: 


PH1-S1 —_ Robert M artin PH1-S16 Martin |senburg 
PH1-S2 Larry Berger PH1-S17_ Valerie Raymond 
PH1-S3 Christine Lillie PH1-S18 Bob Baltzer 
PH1-S4_ —_ Bonnie Hamilton PH1-S19 Paul Daniel 
PH1-S5 ~— Gary Oehrle PH1-S20 Angelina Summers 
PH1-S6 ~— Kent Franklin PH1-S21 Mathew Steinberg 
PH1-S7_—_— Bob Allen PH1-S22 Clark Streeter 
PH1-S8 Linda] effrey Sailors PH1-S23 Ed Mathias 
PH1-S9_ _—_— David Williams PH1-S24 Kathy Streeter 
PH1-S10 Shirley Stribling PH1-S25 Robert Martin 
PH1-S11 Michelle Burkett PH1-S26 Robert Allen 
PH1-S12 Clarence Hoening PH1-S27 David Williams 
PH1-S13 Stacey Miller PH1-S28 Mara Dobbins 
PH1-S14 Henry Shay PH1-S29 Martin Isenburg 


PH1-S15 Jack O'Connor 
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BART Public Hearing in the City of Livermore (December 2, 2009) 


Commentors below spoke publicly during the December 2, 2009 City of Livermore public hearing on 


the BART to Livermore Extension: 
PH2-S1 —_ Jean King 

PH2-S2 = Jim Schmidt 
PH2-S3 Len Alexander 
PH2-S4 Christopher Hiller 
PH2-S5 Nancy Bankhead 
PH2-S6 —_John Stein 

PH2-S7 Denise Lenz 
PH2-S8 Paul Weiss 
PH2-S9 = Anthony Godrich 
PH2-S10 Clay Widmayer 
PH2-S11 Dave Williams 
PH2-S12 Ed Hallie 
PH2-S13. Tracy Cunningham 
PH2-S14 Bob Baltzer 
PH2-S15 Kirsten Whitlock 
PH2-S16 = Robert Allen 
PH2-S17. Tom O'Neill 
PH2-S18 Esther Waltz 
PH2-S19 Valerie Raymond 
PH2-S20 Carol Mahoney 
PH2-S21 Sarah Palmer 
PH2-S22 Martin Isenburg 
PH2-S23 Gary Oehrle 
PH2-S24 Dennis Manzo 
PH2-S25 Chris George 
PH2-S26 Francisco Diemond 


PH2-S27 
PH2-S28 
PH2-S29 
PH 2-S30 
PH2-S31 
PH 2-532 
PH 2-S33 
PH 2-534 
PH 2-S35 
PH 2-S36 
PH 2-S37 
PH 2-S38 
PH 2-S39 
PH 2-S40 
PH2-S41 
PH 2-S42 
PH 2-S43 
PH2-S44 
PH2-S45 
PH2-S46 
PH2-S47 
PH2-S48 
PH 2-S49 
PH 2-S50 
PH2-S51 
PH2-S52 


John Shirley 

M ike Ansell 
Neil Smith 
Tamara Reus 
Susie Edgar-L ee 
V amsee L akamsani 
Jeff Kaskey 
Rushell Saedecor 
Rebecca Harris 
Henry Shay 

Jim Hamilton 
Bill Zagotta 
Darryl Wood 
Steve Plummer 
Stanley Bishop 
Joseph Rard 
Harry Briley 

M archa Futch 
Jim Waldron 
Clyde Hoenig 
Ron A cciaioli 
John Shirley 
Robert Allen 
Dave Williams 
Esther Waltz 
Virgil Stranger 


BART Public Hearing in the City of Pleasanton (J anuary 6, 2010) 


Commentors below spoke publicly during the January 6, 2010 City of Pleasanton public hearing on the 


BART to Livermore Extension: 


PH3-S1 Victor Bailey 
PH 3-S2 Bob Baltzer 
PH3-S3 Jim Sandler 
PH3-S4 _—— Paul Weiss 
PH3-S5 ~—- Nick Tynan 
PH3-S6 ~=Clay Widmayer 
PH3-S7 — Chris Moore 


PH3-S8 

PH3-S9 

PH3-S10 
PH3-S11 
PH3-S12 
PH 3-S13 
PH3-S14 


Nancy Allen 

Heidi M assie 

Dave Williams 
Mary Ann Brent 
Paul K endall 

Doug M ann 

Terese Cunningham 
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PH3-S15 Dave Lowell 
PH3-S16 Joel Villasenor 
PH3-S17 John Butera 
PH3-S18 Heather Truro 
PH3-S19 Corinna Wise 
PH3-S20 Chuck Weir 
PH3-S21 Alejandro Perez 


PH3-S22 AJ Machaevich 
PH3-S23 Gary Mello 
PH3-S24 Robert Allen 
PH3-S25 Herb Ritter 
PH3-S26 David Lackey 
PH3-S27 JimLenz 
PH3-S28 Don Kahler 


2.3 NON-CEQA-RELATED COMMENTS 


In addition to the written comments listed under Section 2.1, above, a large number of written 
comments were received that did not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or to CEQA 
issues. The names of those commentors have been included in this section of the document and copies 
of their comments have been provided in Appendix A, for the purpose of informing decision-makers 
and the public of the commentors' concerns. However, no response to these comments is required 


pursuant to CEQA. 


Ronald Acciaioli (letter dated November 28, 2009) 
Lorraine A flague (web form dated J anuary 20, 2010) 
Ethan Aines (web form dated J anuary 19, 2010) 
Roger Aines (web form dated J anuary 19, 2010) 

Len Alexander (comment card undated) 

Colleen Alford (web form dated November 10, 2009) 
Agnes Anaya (web form dated November 10, 2009) 
Mark Angel (comment card undated) 

Cindy Angers (web form dated January 21, 2010) 
Anonymous (annotated postcard J anuary 5, 2010) 
Robyn Anzelon (web form dated J anuary 21, 2010) 
Joe Arluck (comment card undated) 

James Arnold (web form dated J anuary 8, 2010) 
Saundra Ashburn (web form dated J anuary 20, 2010) 
Brian A tchinson (web form dated J anuary 20, 2010) 
Aileen Avila (web form dated December 7, 2009) 
Robert Babb (web form dated J anuary 5, 2010) 
Jorge Barrantes (web form dated November 17, 2009) 
Paul Barrow (web form dated November 17, 2009) 
Oscar Bartolo (web form dated J anuary 11, 2010) 
Karen Bauman (web form dated J anuary 3, 2010) 
Dorothy Behrin (comment card undated) 


Ervin Behrin (comment card undated) 
Ronald Bernhardt (web form dated November 20, 2009) 


Joanne and Dale Berven (web form dated December 31, 
2009) 


Kristine Biehl (web form dated December 30, 2009) 
Mary Jo Bierman (web form dated December 10, 2009) 
David Boitano (web form dated J anuary 4, 2010) 
Robert Boultier (web form dated December 31, 2009) 
Darlene Bradley (web form dated December 30, 2009) 
Danelle Brady (web form dated November 18, 2009) 
Maryann Brent (web form dated J anuary 20, 2010) 
Virginia Brown (web form dated J anuary 10, 2010) 
Bill Buecker (web form dated December 19, 2009) 
Lee Busby (web form dated January 21, 2010) 

Roman Bystroff (letter dated J anuary 0, 1900 

M earl Campbell (web form dated J anuary 19, 2010) 
Debbie Carey (web form dated J anuary 19, 2010) 


Brian and J oyce Cartier (web form dated J anuary 20, 
2010) 


Katie Caulk (web form dated J anuary 19, 2010) 

Alma Cavite (web form dated J anuary 19, 2010) 

Teresa Ciarfaglio (web form dated N ovember 16, 2009) 
Megan Clappin (web form dated December 26, 2009) 
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Gail Cobe (web form dated J anuary 2, 2010) 
Vira Confectioner (comment card undated) 

KM Connolly (web form dated J anuary 22, 2010) 
Kenneth Cook (web form dated J anuary 18, 2010) 
Sheila Cooper (web form dated J anuary 18, 2010 
Dick Corso (web form dated December 10, 2009) 


Glenn and J ulie Cox (web form dated December 21, 
2009) 


William Daily (web form dated J anuary 20, 2010) 


Cecilia D'A mbrosio (web form dated November 30, 
2009) 


Warren Davis (web form dated J anuary 22, 2010) 
Patty DeBenedetto (web form dated November 20, 2009) 
Patty DeBenedetto (web form dated November 20, 2009) 


K onstantine Demiris (web form dated November 12, 
2009) 


Niki Demiris (web form dated November 12, 2009) 
Peter Demiris (web form dated November 12, 2009) 
Dana Denardo (web form dated November 17, 2009) 
Jill Denton (web form dated J anuary 3, 2010) 

Ajay Dhillon (web form dated December 28, 2009) 
David Dial (web form dated J anuary 21, 2010) 
Janice Diane (web form dated J anuary 21, 2010) 
Susan Diaz (web form dated November 23, 2009) 
Paolo Dicandia (comment card undated) 

Franciska Diemont (comment card undated) 

M ara Dobbins (web form dated November 6, 2009) 
Chris Duncan (web form dated December 31, 2009) 


Mark and J udy Eckart (web form dated December 13, 
2009) 


Tom Edmunds (comment card undated) 
Kim Egbert (web form dated November 20, 2009) 


Suzanne and David Eggers (web form dated J anuary 11, 
2010) 


Dennis Elchesen (web form dated J anuary 6, 2010) 
Dennis Elchesen (web form dated J anuary 17, 2010) 
Kristen Emery (web form dated November 6, 2009) 
Patrick Emmert (web form dated November 20, 2009) 
Beth Erbert (web form dated J anuary 19, 2010) 


G. Farmer (web form dated J anuary 8, 2010) 

M argaret F azio (web form dated December 7, 2009) 
Bob Ferro (web form dated December 28, 2009) 
Raymond Fischer (web form dated December 29, 2009) 


James and Peggy Folta (web form dated J anuary 12, 
2010) 


James and Peggy Folta (web form dated J anuary 19, 
2010) 


James F ong (web form dated December 8, 2009) 
Anne F ox (web form dated J anuary 21, 2010) 

Gary Franklin (web form dated November 18, 2009) 
Gary Franklin (web form dated December 29, 2009) 
Kent Franklin (web form dated November 18, 2009) 
Fred Fritsch (web form dated J anuary 18, 2010) 


Heather and Albert Fuchslin (web form dated J anuary 13, 
2010) 


Luis Fuentes (web form dated November 30, 2009) 
Donna Funk (web form dated J anuary 20, 2010) 
Gretchen Gallegos (comment card undated) 

George Garbarino (web form dated J anuary 11, 2010) 
Linda Garbarino (web form dated J anuary 11, 2010) 
Doug Garcia (web form dated November 16, 2009) 
Julie Garcia (web form dated December 7, 2009) 
Sharon Garcia (web form dated J anuary 16, 2010) 

D. Garnhart (web form dated November 16, 2009) 
Paul Gerdes (web form dated December 11, 2009) 
Paul Gerdes (web form dated December 11, 2009) 
George Getgen (web form dated November 27, 2009) 
Charles Gibson (web form dated J anuary 21, 2010) 
GM Talk (web form dated November 5, 2009) 

GM Talk (web form dated November 16, 2009) 

GM Talk (web form dated November 21, 2009) 

Mary Gonzalez (web form dated J anuary 19, 2010) 
Cameron Graham (letter dated J anuary 20, 1900) 
Louise Gray (web form dated J anuary 20, 2010) 
Elizabeth Green (web form dated December 30, 2009) 
Rita Gruszkowski (web form dated J anuary 20, 2009) 
Ron Hague (web form dated J anuary 14, 2010) 
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Lynn Hales (web form dated J anuary 1, 2010) 


Gary and Deborah Hall (web form dated December 25, 
2009) 


Pat Hallahan (web form dated November 11, 2009) 
Bonnie Hamilton (comment card undated) 

Kerri Hamilton (web form dated November 16, 2009) 
Dale Hammere!l (web form dated J anuary 19, 2010) 
Nancy Harrington (web form dated J anuary 11, 2010) 
Michaela Harrison (web form dated December 28, 2009) 
Joan Hartman (web form dated J anuary 19, 2010) 
Donna H azelton (web form dated J anuary 6, 2010) 
Hugh Hempill (letter dated J anuary 15, 2010) 

Barbara Hickman (web form dated J anuary 19, 2010) 
Bob Hickman (web form dated J anuary 21, 2010) 
Edward Hightower (web form dated J anuary 17, 2010) 
Chris Hiller (comment card undated) 

Clarence Hoenig (letter dated J anuary 20, 2010) 
Beverly Hoey (web form dated December 3, 2009) 
Jason Hoffman (web form dated J anuary 21, 2010) 
Raquel Holt (web form dated December 9, 2009) 
Victoria Holt (web form dated December 24, 2009) 
Kathy Howard (web form dated J anuary 7, 2010) 
Zirong Hu (web form dated December 28, 2009) 
Zirong Hu (web form dated December 28, 2009) 
Stacy Hughes (web form dated December 31, 2009) 
Authur Hull (web form dated J anuary 3, 2010) 

Dave Hunt (web form dated December 31, 2009) 
Leigh Anne Hunt (web form dated December 30, 2009) 
Richard Hurtz (web form dated December 25, 2009) 
Martin Isenburg (web form dated J anuary 19, 2010) 
Daniel Jacobson (web form dated November 11, 2009) 
M eera J aeel (web form dated J anuary 14, 2010) 
Rachelle J eppson (comment card undated) 

Jo (web form dated November 30, 2009) 
Dorothy J ohnson (web form dated J anuary 18, 2010) 
Neal Johnson (web form dated J anuary 7, 2010) 
Wayne Johnson (comment card undated) 


Jack and Karen J ohnston (web form dated November 19, 
2009) 


Darcy J ones (web form dated J anuary 18, 2010) 
Reba J ones (web form dated December 16, 2009) 


Steve and K athy J ones (web form dated December 20, 
2009) 


Susan J unk (web form dated J anuary 3, 2010) 


Peter and Stella K achel (web form dated December 24, 
2009) 


Ralph K alibjian (web form dated J anuary 11, 2010) 
Alfredo K awas (web form dated December 30, 2009) 
Denise K ellom (web form dated November 22, 2009) 
James K elly (web form dated J anuary 21, 2010) 

Mary Kidwell (web form dated J anuary 19, 2010) 
Jeanette K ing (web form dated J anuary 17, 2010) 

M oiz Kitabwalla (web form dated November 29, 2009) 


Mona and Chris Knock and K unz (letter dated December 
5, 2009) 


Carolynn Kohn (web form dated December 7, 2009) 
John K opp (web form dated December 2, 2009) 
Mark Kosenski (web form dated January 1, 2010) 
Jake Krakauer (web form dated December 6, 2009) 


Artand Carol Krakowsky (web form dated J anuary 22, 
2010) 


Julie Kraybill (web form dated January 2, 2010) 
Mani Krishnan (web form dated J anuary 2, 2010) 
Kurt Kummer (web form dated December 19, 2009) 


Mr. and Mrs. Daniel Kwan (web form dated D ecember 
28, 2009) 


V amsee L akamsani (web form dated November 13, 
2009) 


Fortunato Lapina (web form dated J anuary 19, 2010) 
Sean Lehman (comment card undated) 
Les Leibovitch (web form dated J anuary 19, 2009) 


Les and Rena Leibovitch (web form dated J anuary 19, 
2010) 


Sally L eonard (web form dated December 14, 2009) 
Linda L eonardini (web form dated December 30, 2009) 
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Phyllis L ewis-Evans (web form dated November 18, 
2009) 


Edward Lindsey (web form dated December 23, 2009) 
Ron Liu (web form dated December 31, 2009) 
William L oewe (web form dated November 20, 2009) 
Denise Lowe (web form dated November 17, 2009) 


Denise and Lloyd Lowe (web form dated November 20, 
2009) 


David Lowell (comment card undated) 

Diane M ajor (web form dated J anuary 15, 2010) 

James M alloni (letter dated December 27, 2009) 

Y ing Sang M an (comment card undated) 

Joe M angan (comment card undated) 

Susan M angels (web form dated J anuary 20, 2010) 
Patricia M ann (letter dated December 3, 2009) 

Nancy M arling (letter dated J anuary 0, 1900 

M ax (no last name) (web form dated December 25, 2009) 
mcadam (web form dated J anuary 9, 2010) 

Bob M cCoy (web form dated November 17, 2009) 
Kent McDonnell (web form dated November 22, 2009) 
Tom McGeechan (web form dated December 14, 2009) 
Mary Mclnerney (web form dated December 18, 2009) 
M ike M cK ee (web form dated November 30, 2009) 
Carla M cRee (web form dated J anuary 19, 2010) 


Janice and Gerald M eamber (web form dated December 
29, 2009) 


Paul M edina (web form dated November 20, 2009) 
Gary M ello (web form dated J anuary 21, 2010) 

Paul M ercurio (web form dated December 2, 2009) 
James M essina (web form dated December 17, 2009) 
Sonya M essina (web form dated December 17, 2009) 
Jennifer Michaels (web form dated November 24, 2009) 
Miriam M iller (web form dated J anuary 21, 2010) 
Joanne M inahan (web form dated December 28, 2009) 


Barbara and Alex M itchell (web form dated N ovember 
19, 2009) 


Elizabeth M itchell (web form dated J anuary 13, 2010) 
John M itchell (web form dated January 15, 2010) 


Ken Mitchell (web form dated J anuary 1, 2010) 
Joanne M oody (web form dated December 28, 2009) 


Claire and Bill Moran (web form dated December 30, 
2009) 


Mas M orimoto (web form dated November 22, 2009) 
Jonathan M oss (web form dated November 16, 2009) 
Nancy Mulligan (web form dated J anuary 20, 2010) 
Multiple (M ayall): petition J anuary 17, 2010) 
Multiple (Rodriguez): petition J anuary 17, 2010) 
Strunk): petition January 17, 2010) 
Multiple (Van Dreser): petition J anuary 17, 2010) 
Multiple (Weiskauf): petition January 17, 2010) 
Tony Narduzzi (web form dated N ovember 20, 2009) 
Lorna Naugle (web form dated November 20, 2009) 
M elba Nobriga (web form dated December 4, 2009) 
Hal Nygaard (letter dated J anuary 7, 2010) 

Harold Nygaard (comment card undated) 

Robert Olness (web form dated J anuary 18, 2010) 
Dave Osterman (web form dated J anuary 18, 2010) 
Lisa Osterman (web form dated J anuary 18, 2010) 
Chris Ostlund (web form dated November 18, 2009) 
Billie Otis (web form dated J anuary 19, 2010) 

Steve and Sue Page (web form dated December 31, 2009) 
Clarence Parkison (web form dated J anuary 20, 2010) 


( 
M ultiple ( 
( 
( 


Pamela Passanisi (web form dated J anuary 3, 2010) 
Michele Paulo (web form dated December 8, 2009) 
George Pavel (web form dated J anuary 14, 2010) 
Lindsay Pavel (web form dated J anuary 14, 2010) 
Michael Peel (web form dated December 17, 2009) 
Ken Perine (web form dated November 30, 2009) 
John Perreira (comment card undated) 

Paul Petach (web form dated November 17, 2009) 
Christine Petro (web form dated J anuary 2, 2010) 
Anne Pfaff-Doss (web form dated December 16, 2009) 
John Phillips (web form dated December 25, 2009) 
Don Pickett (web form dated December 3, 2009) 
Lawrence Pingree (web form dated December 22, 2009) 
John Pitts (comment card undated) 
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John and Sharon Pizer (web form dated J anuary 20, 
2010) 


John Plummer (web form dated J anuary 21, 2010) 
Roland Portman (web form dated J anuary 19, 2010) 


M arge and Bruce Potter (web form dated N ovember 19, 
2009) 


Barbara Proctor (web form dated J anuary 6, 2010) 
Richard Pugh (web form dated J anuary 21, 2010) 


Michael Radovolsky (web form dated December 29, 
2009) 


M auro Ramirez (web form dated J anuary 21, 2010) 
Thomas Ramos (letter dated December 2, 2009) 
Stephanie Rebiejo (web form dated J anuary 14, 2010) 
Luana Reichard (web form dated December 28, 2009) 
Susan Reid (comment card undated) 

RKP (web form dated November 25, 2009) 

Robert Robb (web form dated November 30, 2009) 
Dave Robinson (web form dated December 9, 2009) 


Rocketman (no other name provided) (web form dated 
December 31, 2009) 


Scott and Ann-M arie Rohe (web form dated N ovember 
17, 2009) 


Brenda Rose (web form dated J anuary 21, 2010) 
Albert Rothman (web form dated J anuary 15, 2010) 
Wendy Rovira (web form dated J anuary 6, 2010) 

Cory Rutherglen (web form dated November 12, 2009) 
Ruth Ryan-Hanlon (letter dated December 31, 2009) 
Richard Ryon (web form dated J anuary 21, 2010) 
Amit Saini (web form dated November 12, 2009) 

Patty Santin (web form dated J anuary 12, 2010) 
Carlotta Schauer (web form dated J anuary 21, 2010) 
Carlotta Schauer (web form dated J anuary 21, 2010) 
Dale Schauer (web form dated J anuary 21, 2010) 

Jim Schmidt (web form dated J anuary 17, 2010) 

Jim Schmidt (comment card undated) 

Susan Schmidt (web form dated December 10, 2009) 
Tania Selden (web form dated J anuary 21, 2010) 
Sobhy (no last name) (web form dated J anuary 8, 2010) 
Henry Shay (web form dated November 12, 2009) 


Michael Sheaffer (web form dated November 20, 2009) 
Gregg Shephard (web form dated J anuary 23, 2010) 
Ralph Sherman (web form dated J anuary 19, 2010) 
Kirk Short (web form dated November 29, 2009) 

Doris Sidwell (letter dated J anuary 1, 2010) 

Annie Smith (letter dated J anuary 2, 2010) 

Judith Smith (web form dated J anuary 4, 2010) 

Lee Smith (web form dated J anuary 20, 2010) 

Mike Smith (letter dated J anuary 0, 1900 

Neil Smith (web form dated J anuary 3, 2010) 

Richard Smith (web form dated J anuary 16, 2010) 
Vanessa Smith (web form dated November 9, 2009) 
Walter Sokoloski (web form dated J anuary 20, 2010) 
Ann Sorensen (web form dated January 18, 2010) 

Paul Sorensen (web form dated J anuary 18, 2010) 
Clark Streeter (web form dated J anuary 16, 2010) 
Kathleen Streeter (web form dated J anuary 16, 2010) 
Anne Stuart (web form dated November 22, 2009) 

K Swayne (web form dated December 31, 2009) 
Robert Sygiel (web form dated J anuary 4, 2010) 

Judy Symcox (web form dated J anuary 20, 2010) 

B. Tabak (comment card undated) 

Vic Taugher (web form dated J anuary 13, 2010) 
Charlie Thiel (web form dated December 31, 2009) 
Preston Thompson (web form dated November 20, 2009) 
Tom Thomson (web form dated December 13, 2009) 
Tatiana Tigryenok (web form dated December 29, 2009) 
Linda Tinney (web form dated J anuary 19, 2010) 

Steve Townsend (web form dated December 29, 2009) 
Tramodol (web form dated December 18, 2009) 

Larry Trummel (web form dated December 26, 2009) 
Pauline Trummel (web form dated December 26, 2009) 
Heather Truro (web form dated J anuary 11, 2010) 
Janis Turner (web form dated J anuary 19, 2010) 

Alexis Valencia (web form dated J anuary 8, 2010) 
Kathy V an Houten (web form dated November 6, 2009) 


Denise V an Leuvan (web form dated December 10, 
2009) 
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Ken Varallo (web form dated November 20, 2009) 
Gordon V aughan (comment card undated) 

Nilda Vitalicia (letter dated December 28, 2009) 
Donna Wagner (web form dated J anuary 13, 2010) 
Sue W alker (web form dated December 3, 2009) 
Jonathan Wasilausky (web form dated J anuary 6, 2010) 
Y olanda Weaver (web form dated December 21, 2009) 
Eva Westerlin (web form dated J anuary 21, 2010) 

J oyce W heaton (web form dated J anuary 25, 2010) 
Charles Wiedel (web form dated J anuary 7, 2010) 
Dave Williams (comment card undated) 

Dustin Williams (web form dated November 16, 2009) 
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Section 3 
M aster R esponses 


This section provides Master Responses to comments that were raised on multiple occasions and 
warrant a single comprehensive response to address the following issues: 


Master Response 1: Purpose of a Program EIR Compared to a Project EIR 
Master Response 2: Ridership and Vehicle M iles of Travel Projections 
Master Response 3: Chain of Lakes/El Charro Road Alignment 

M aster Response 4: Staples Ranch 

M aster Response 5: Downtown Livermore Station 

M aster Response 6: Safety and Security around BART Stations 

Master Response 7: Biological Sensitivity of the Greenville Y ard Area 


Master Response 8: Funding the BART to Livermore Extension. 


MASTER RESPONSE 1: PURPOSE OF A PROGRAM EIR COMPARED TO A PROJECT EIR 


A number of comments concern the appropriate level of detail for analysis of impacts and mitigation 
measures in a programmatic environmental document. This M aster Response addresses those issues. 


BART has elected to undertake a tiered analysis of the extension of transit service to Livermore, 
commencing with the preparation of this Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to assist 
decision-makers and the public in evaluating various alternative routes and station locations. The Draft 
Program EIR examined nine different alignment alternatives, and the Final Program EIR adds a tenth 
“hybrid” alternative combining portions of the alignments from two alternatives in the Draft Program 
EIR (see Section 1.4, New Alternative 2b - Portola-Vasco). The information and analysis contained in 
this Final Program EIR will be considered by the BART Board of Directors in evaluating and selecting 
a preferred alternative that best serves the objectives of the BART to Livermore Extension Program. 


Preparation of a program EIR is expressly authorized by the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) and is particularly useful for evaluating the environmental impacts of broad policy-level 
decisions early in the project development process, at a point in time when the impacts of such 
decisions need to be understood before further commitment of public resources is made. A first-tier or 
program EIR generally is limited to the analytical information needed to make a general decision, such 
as a preferred alignment within a wide corridor. More detailed analysis can be deferred to a second- 
tier or project-level EIR, which incorporates by reference the discussion in the prior program EIR and 
adds further analysis of impacts and mitigation measures as appropriate for a more advanced stage of 
project development. Examples of such project-level analysis include impacts and mitigation measures 
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that are site-specific or tailored to a more refined project description than that available at the program 
stage. Such tiered review helps an agency to focus on the issues which are ripe for decision and 
reserve for later consideration issues that are not yet ripe, as well as avoiding repetition by reserving 
discussion of more specific issues to the project-level EIR. 


In this case, BART is using the Program EIR to evaluate, at a broad level, the environmental 
consequences of selecting a general alignment and station locations for extending transit service to 
Livermore. Accordingly, the scope of the Program EIR is tailored to the nature of the decision to be 
made among potential alignments, consistent with the concept of tiering under CEQA. In particular, 
the Program EIR focuses most closely on impacts specific to some alignment alternatives or station 
locations and not others, to help decision-makers and the public discriminate among the alternatives. 
These key differences provide the type of information that is needed to make the overall choice of a 
preferred alignment. In order to do so, the alignment alternatives include conceptual locations for 
stations and yard facilities. However, BART is not yet selecting a precise footprint for improvements, 
and the preferred alignment selected through the Program EIR process will be subject to further 
refinement. Similarly, the station and maintenance facility locations delineate large areas that are 
sufficient to accommodate the activities and functions that occur at these facilities (e.g., station, entry 
plaza, parking, ingress and egress points, etc.), but do not specify where within those large footprints 
the different activities and functions would be sited. As provided by CEQA Section 21068.5, the 
future project-level EIR will “concentrate on the environmental effects which (a) are capable of being 
mitigated, or (b) were not analyzed as significant effects on the environment in the prior environmental 
impact report.” The project EIR will consider impacts and mitigations related to specific locations and 
designs for station and yard facilities, as well as alternative technologies such as standard BART trains 
and bus service, and may consider other issues as appropriate based on circumstances and available 
information at that time. 


The Program EIR similarly identifies mitigation measures at a broad level, to be further refined in the 
project EIR based on a more detailed and specific project design. Some comments suggest that the 
mitigation strategies in the Program EIR are too general and that the Final Program EIR should be 
revised to make them more specific. The Program EIR identifies general mitigation strategies intended 
to avoid or reduce potentially significant environmental impacts. BART will consider and refine these 
general strategies into more specific mitigation measures in the future project-level EIR, prior to 
constructing a BART to Livermore extension. In many cases, the mitigation strategies identified have 
been utilized effectively by BART when implementing other projects, justifying reliance on such 
actions in the Program EIR. However, while a program EIR should not defer analysis of reasonably 
foreseeable impacts, the level of detail of impact analysis and proposed mitigation measures should 
correspond to the level of detail of the program under consideration. At the program stage, it would 
be premature to develop highly detailed, site-specific mitigation measures, which must be tailored to 
the project as ultimately proposed. In such instances, the Program EIR identifies the issue and 
provides for more detailed mitigation measures to be determined at the project level, when more 
detailed engineering and environmental analysis on the preferred alignment is available. In addition, 


1 CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs.) Section 15152(b). 
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the project EIR will re-evaluate all impacts identified as potentially significant and unavoidable in the 
Program EIR and consider whether mitigation for such impacts may be feasible under the project- 
specific circumstances. 


This approach does not represent improper “deferred mitigation” as suggested by some commentors. 
It is inherent in the concept of tiering that detailed analysis and identification of mitigation measures 
will be left to project EIRs prepared after the programmatic policy decision has been determined. The 
California Supreme Court recently upheld this principle in In re Bay-Delta Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Report Coordinated Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal.4" 1143, 1176, concluding that 
it is appropriate at a programmatic level to identify and analyze environmental effects in general terms, 
and to identify broadly-defined mitigation measures in the program EIR which can be incorporated 
into and refined by later-tier, project-level analysis. Requiring a greater level of detail at the 
programmatic level would undermine the purpose of tiering and burden the program EIR with 
speculation on details that cannot feasibly be determined with reasonable specificity until the project 
stage, when a specific project can be more fully described and considered. 


MASTER RESPONSE 2: RIDERSHIP AND VEHICLE MILES OF TRAVEL PROJECTIONS 


A number of the comments received were concerned the methodology used to estimate ridership on the 
BART extension alternatives, as well as how related measures of travel demand such as vehicle miles 
of travel were calculated. This M aster Response addresses those issues. 


The Alameda County Congestion Management Agency (ACCMA) countywide transportation model 
was used to develop the ridership forecasts for each of the extension alternatives and for the No Build 
Alternative. The year 2007/2008 version of the model was used and refined to capture travel patterns 
in the BART to Livermore Extension study area. This is the latest version of the model. TheACCMA 
model includes San Joaquin County. As such, the forecasts in the Draft Program EIR accounted for 
the future travel demand by both auto and transit from San J oaquin County via the Altamont Pass. The 
model is an adaptation of the regional Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) travel model, 
so that it also includes the other eight Bay Area counties including Contra Costa County. In particular, 
this means that travel demands between Eastern Contra Costa County and the Tri-Valley via Vasco 
Road are also fully represented in the model. 


A more detailed discussion of the model and the modeling techniques that were used to produce the 
travel demand forecasts is provided in the BART to Livermore Extension Draft Program EIR 
Transportation Technical Report dated November 18, 2009. Some of that information is provided here 
to respond to comments regarding the model assumptions, the ridership forecasts, the traffic forecasts, 
and the forecasts of vehicle miles of travel. 
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M ode! Overview 


The ACCMA countywide travel demand model is based on the regional travel model for the Bay Area 
maintained by the MTC. The model was created in 2005/2006 and updated in 2007/2008. The 
ACCMA countywide model uses the Cube/V oyager/TP+ software system. The travel demand model 
is comprised of the nine Bay Area counties plus San Joaquin County. The nine Bay Area counties 
include: Marin, Napa, Sonoma, Solano, Contra Costa, Alameda, Santa Clara, San Mateo, and San 
Francisco. 


The ACCMA model is a conventional four step travel demand model which includes the standard four 
steps: 


1. Trip generation, 
2. Trip distribution, 
3. Mode choice, and 
4. Trip assignment. 


The mode choice model uses a feedback process to evaluate the congestion levels from the initial AM 
peak two-hour traffic assignment. This information is then used to estimate the roadway travel times 
compared to the transit travel times for the mode choice process. The model then adjusts the transit 
forecast to reflect the updated highway congestion information. The model consists of 2,691 traffic 
analysis zones with 1,403 zones in Alameda County and 26 zones in San Joaquin County. The zonal 
structure outside Alameda County is based on the original MTC model zonal structure. San J oaquin 
County was included as an internal areain the ACCMA model, while the MTC model considers trips 
from San J oaquin County as external trips only. By making the trips from San J oaquin County internal 
to the model, a higher degree of accuracy is achieved, as interactions between San J oaquin County and 
the Bay Area can be simulated in the model. 


M ode! Validation 


The travel demand model has been validated to ensure that the model volumes and other M easures of 
Effectiveness outputs are consistent with the real world situation. Model calibration compares model 
outputs (auto ownership, trip generation, trip distribution, and mode choice) to observed conditions 
(traffic/transit ridership counts) and to the MTC Regional M odel (trip summaries by County). During 
calibration, adjustments are made to the calibrated parameters such as auto ownership, trip generation 
rates, and distribution factors to more closely match observed and MTC Regional M odel results. Once 
validated, the model can be used to predict future travel patterns with a high degree of confidence. As 
such, the ACCMA model went through several rounds of calibration, validation, and review by the 
ACCMA Model Task Force, starting October 26, 2006 and finishing on February 7, 2007. For more 
detail on the specific model validation results and statistics, see the BART to Livermore Extension Draft 
Program EIR Transportation Technical Report. 
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Land Use Assumptions 


Travel forecasts were prepared for a 2035 forecast year. The land use forecasts for the Bay Area that 
are used in the ACCMA model were based on ABAG Projections 2007 for the 2035 forecast year. 
These projections were developed through an extensive review of land uses and socioeconomic data by 
local jurisdictions. Specifically, local jurisdictions in Alameda County provided geographic 
reallocations of growth assumptions within their jurisdictions to ABAG to be consistent with their local 
General Plans. Land use forecasts in San Joaquin County were provided by the San J oaquin County 
Council of Governments. 


Several commentors noted that the land use projections for the year 2035 assumed that growth would 
be limited to the areas within the designated Livermore Urban Growth Boundaries (UGB), and that 
growth would not be assumed outside these boundaries. The concern was that potential development 
beyond the UGB which might be stimulated by the presence of a nearby BART station was not taken 
into account. Changing the UGB requires approval of a ballot measure by Livermore voters. 
Therefore, for transportation modeling purposes, it would not be prudent to assume that because a 
BART station is proposed next to the UGB that the voters would support moving the boundary to 
accommodate potential growth. This approach to handling potential growth around the future BART 
station sites is also consistent with the land use analyses presented in Section 3.3, Land Use, in the 
Draft Program EIR. Under Impact LU-4, beginning on page 3.3-55, it is recognized that a BART 
station has the potential to attract additional development, but there are a number of steps that must 
occur before such growth could be realized. The outcome of whether the requisite approvals are 
obtained is speculative and to include such potential growth would overestimate potential ridership. 


Transit and Highway Network 


The transit ridership and highway travel forecasts were based on the existing BART network plus the 
BART projects contained in MTC’s financially constrained Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
prepared in 2002. The RTP included the BART extension from Fremont to the Warm Springs Station. 
However, MTC excluded the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Project from the network assumptions 
because it was unfunded. MTC’s current RTP is the Transportation 2035 Plan adopted in April 2009; 
the 2035 network in this financially constrained RTP includes the BART extensions from Fremont to 
Warm Springs and from Warm Springs to San Jose/Santa Clara. An updated, validated ACCMA 
model was not available when the BART to Livermore Extension Draft Program EIR was issued in 
November 2009, and is still not available. Moreover, in April 2010, the Federal Transit 
Administration and Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority issued a Final Environmental Impact 
Statement which evaluates a shorter Berryessa Extension Project in addition to the extension to San 
Jose/Santa Clara, suggesting that the project may not extend to downtown San Jose in its initial phase. 


It is important to note that for a program EIR the objective is to provide a fair comparison of the 
alternatives under consideration. As all the alternatives were tested using the same transit network, the 
fact that the BART extension to San J ose/Santa Clara was not included should not have any impact on 
the findings of the comparative analysis. A BART extension to San Jose/Santa Clara could feasibly 
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draw some ridership away from the Altamont Commuter Express (ACE), since ACE services currently 
extend to San Jose. However, ACE serves a different portion of Santa Clara County from that which 
would be served by BART, so it is unlikely that the impact on the ACE ridership would be great. All 
of the alternatives for the BART to Livermore have an ACE connection, with the exception of 
Alterative 4 — Isabel/l-580, so any ridership impact would be similar for each of them. For 
Alternative 4, ACE riders would not be able to transfer to BART which could result in slightly lower 
ridership gain from a BART to San Jose/Santa Clara extension than for the other alternatives. In 
comparison to the total ridership on this alternative, the expected change would be minor and would 
not affect the relative ranking of the alternatives and, thus, the ability of the BART Board of Directors 
to select a preferred alignment. 


Incremental Transit Assignment 


The ACCMA travel model (as well as the MTC model and many other travel models) uses an “all-or- 
nothing” transit assignment. All transit trips between an origin and a destination are assigned to the 
single shortest path. This means that, once a certain number of BART riders decide to go from their 
points of origin to BART by driving, the model assumes that they will all drive to the nearest station. 
This approach can result in significant overloading at one station and no trips through another station, 
with no regard for the effect on parking at the overloaded station. 


In reality, the trip distribution is a dynamic process, which is affected by both the travel time to the 
BART station and the time needed to access parking once the driver arrives there. The parking time at 
a station is a component of the total trip time. When many vehicles park at a certain station, the 
parking time increases as the parking distance from the station increases. The result is that the later- 
arriving riders will redirect to stations further away, where the increased time to drive there is less than 
the increased time to park at the closest station. This point was made by a number of commentors who 
questioned how riders were assigned to particular stations and whether parking availability was 
considered in the assignment. The modeling process did not place any constraint on the availability of 
parking at a given station. This provides an estimate of ridership demand which is not limited by the 
amount of parking. In turn, this approach provides an estimate of how much parking would be needed 
to accommodate the forecast demand at each station. 


To better represent the trip allocation associated with parking access times, the transportation modelers 
for the BART to Livermore Program EIR developed an incremental transit assignment for park-and- 
ride trips. The incremental transit assignment divides the park-and-ride trips between each origin and 
destination into a series of time periods, assuming that the earlier drivers will go to the closest BART 
station and the later drivers will go to more distant stations, in proportion to the number of vehicles 
already parked at the closer stations. This method was applied to peak period park-and-ride trips to the 
BART stations in the study area (Dublin, Pleasanton, and Livermore), in order to forecast the ridership 
by station in a more realistic way. 
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Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT) 


Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT) is calculated as the number of vehicles on a roadway segment 
multiplied by the length of the segment, summed over all road segments in a certain geographic area. 
For ACCMA modeling purposes, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Highway 
Performance M onitoring System (HPMS) estimates daily VMT for each county throughout California 
based on a sample of traffic counts on various roadway types. VMT is calculated from the ACCMA 
model by multiplying link volumes (the number of vehicles on a given roadway link) by link distances 
(the length of the roadway link). 


Generally, a transit improvement such as the BART to Livermore Extension Program will result in a 
reduction in the total VMT compared to the No Build Alternative, because auto drivers and passengers 
elect to use the new transit service instead of driving. These VMT savings may be somewhat offset by 
drivers who have to drive out of their normal commuter direction in order to use one of the stations. 
For example, if a driver from Livermore were to use the Greenville East Station (Alternative 1) instead 
of driving from home to work in Downtown Oakland, there would be a savings in VMT for their trip 
on BART. However, there would also be a smaller increase in VMT for the added distance they would 
drive from home to reach the Greenville East Station, reducing the total amount of VMT savings. The 
modeling for the BART to Livermore Program EIR takes such offsets into account, in order to 
accurately present the expected VMT reductions from extending BART service to this region. 


MASTER RESPONSE 3: CHAIN OF LAKES/EL CHARRO ROAD ALIGNMENT 


Five of the extension alternatives analyzed in the Draft Program EIR would traverse El Charro Road, a 
private road providing truck access between |-580 and Stanley Boulevard for surrounding quarry 
operations. The BART extension alternatives (specifically, Alternatives la, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5) propose 
an aerial structure through an area known as the Chain of Lakes. The Chain of Lakes is composed of 
aggregate pits (sand and gravel mining), which are located both east and west of El Charro Road. The 
quarried pits are gradually being filled with water, providing a surface water storage and conveyance 
system and flood control for the County of Alameda Flood Control and Water Conservation District 
Zone 7 (Zone 7). 


Several commentors questioned the viability of a Chain of Lakes/El Charro Road alignment due to 
concerns about engineering feasibility, environmental impacts, and conflicts with future plans and 
mineral extraction. In fact, because of these considerations, many of these commentors, including 
several public agency stakeholders, have expressed opposition to this alignment. This M aster Response 
addresses these concerns about the Chain of L akes/E| Charro Road alignment. 


For those comments that are concerned about the degree of detail in the analysis in the Draft Program 
EIR, please refer to M aster Response 1, Purpose of a Program EIR Compared to a Project EIR, which 
discusses the degree of detail appropriate for a program-level document compared to the level of 
analysis that will be provided in a subsequent, project-level document. For those comments regarding 
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the effects of a BART extension alternative on the Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan Amendment/Staples 
Ranch Project, which borders E! Charro Road, please refer to M aster Response 4. 


Engineering Feasibility and Design 


While further geotechnical investigations will be necessary for project-level design if this alignment 
were selected as the preferred route, the alignment through the Chain of Lakes is feasible from an 
engineering and constructability perspective. This assessment is based on available geologic and 
seismic data, including current site reconnaissance and information from earlier, numerous site borings 
throughout the Chain of Lakes area. 


All alignments traversing the Chain of Lakes area are anticipated to be in a 3.3-mile aerial structure. 
The aerial segment would begin where the alignment departs I-580 just west of El Charro Road, extend 
along existing El Charro Road and Quarry Road alignments southeasterly through the Chain of Lakes, 
and then turn easterly adjacent to the UPRR rail line paralleling Stanley Boulevard. The sandy soil 
throughout this area would necessitate employing subsurface, steel-pipe piles (different from the 
standard concrete piles) in the below-grade footings to support the columns and aerial guideway. 
These steel-pipe piles would be the same 70-foot length as standard BART concrete piles. Liquefaction 
susceptibility was fully considered in the selection of these non-standard piles. 


The entire foundation comprised of these non-standard piles would be below grade just like the 
foundation for a standard BART column. The average spacing between the columns using the non- 
standard piles would be 80 feet, just like with standard columns. Therefore, the columns and the entire 
aerial structure in the Chain of Lakes area would present the exact same appearance as would an aerial 
structure using standard piles for the foundation system. 


Side slopes for the column foundations in the Chain of Lakes area are required to be 1:2 (vertical to 
horizontal). The horizontal distances between the column foundations and the bottom of the quarry pits 
are sufficient to achieve these required slopes. Therefore, the aerial alignment through the Chain of 
Lakes area would not require retaining walls. 


The aerial alignment leaving 1-580 would be on the west side of El Charro Road, passing over 
Stoneridge Drive before crossing over to the east side of El Charro Road and continuing through the 
quarry. This alignment would avoid the complexities of the intersection of El Charro Road, Stoneridge 
Drive, and Jack London Boulevard. Stoneridge Drive will be from 80 to 110 feet wide at this point, so 
that a BART aerial alignment through this section would most likely cross with a single, pre-cast- 
concrete span with supporting bents on each side of Stoneridge Drive. Further south, the alignment 
would cross E! Charro Road at a skew angle, which may necessitate two spans, supported by a column 
in the median of El Charro Road, or alonger, more costly, single span. 


In summary, the aerial alignment proposed along El Charro Road can be feasibly constructed, and 
despite geotechnical and soil limitations, they can be addressed through proper design. Notably, the 
design of the BART aerial guideway through the Chain of Lakes area for Alternatives la, 1b, 2a, 3a, 
and 5 assumes that by the time a BART extension alternative is implemented, the mineral resources 


BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 3-8 
June 2010 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 3 Master Responses 


will have been removed and E! Charro Road will have become a public street approximately along its 
present alignment. Under these conditions, no mineral resources along the present alignment of E| 
Charro Road would be affected, because they would have already been extracted. If mineral resources 
remain along the present alignment of El Charro Road or in areas where the aerial structure diverged 
from the present alignment of E] Charro Road, there could be mineral resources impacts, as more fully 
described below. 


Environmental Impacts 


Comments received on the environmental impacts of an aerial alignment along El Charro Road mostly 
concerned noise, vibration, and aesthetics. 


Noise. Future noise level predictions were completed along the E! Charro Road alignment for existing 
residential uses in the Draft Program EIR. Specifically, noise predictions along El Charro Road were 
completed at locations P14 and P15, which are located along El Charro Road, between I-580 and 
Stanley Boulevard, approximately 100 feet from the alignment (see Figures 3.10-7, 8, 10, 12, and 14, 
and Table 3.10-11). These locations acknowledge that there are two to three single family homes along 
this portion of the alignment and represent the only sensitive receptors along the El Charro Road 
alignment. The Draft Program EIR acknowledges an increase in the noise levels, which would exceed 
the established threshold for sensitive receptors. This is due mainly to the alignment departing from 
the |-580 median and entering into an area with a much quieter existing noise level (see page 3.10-43, 
paragraph 3). 


With construction of the proposed alignment along El Charro Road, noise levels are predicted to 
increase 7.3 dBA Lan and 16.5 dBA Lan at locations P14 and P15, respectively. Mitigation M easure 
NO-1.1 is proposed, which includes installation of noise attenuation measures by BART to substantially 
reduce or avoid impacts related to noise; however, sufficient information is not available at the 
program-level to conclude with certainty that mitigation is feasible, or if measures are available to 
reduce all impacts to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, the noise impacts along the El Charro 
Road alignment are considered potentially significant and unavoidable (see page 3-10-52, paragraphs 2 
and 3). 


Master Response 4, Staples Ranch, discusses the potential for noise impacts to future residential 
receptors at the Staples Ranch site. Staples Ranch is a foreseeable future project, for which the City of 
Pleasanton certified an EIR in February 2009, and a Final Supplemental EIR is scheduled to be 
certified in J une 2010, providing considerable detail on the planned development. By contrast, because 
there are no specific recreational plans known at this time through the Chain of Lakes area, the Draft 
Program EIR does not include a discussion of noise impacts on such future activities in the Chain of 
Lakes area. 


Vibration. The Draft Program EIR acknowledges that along certain portions of the BART extension 
alternatives, groundborne vibration would be generated that could annoy nearby sensitive receptors. 
This is of particular concern where BART trains cross a “switch.” Railroad switches allow trains to 
cross from one track to another, and these switches have gaps that increase vibration levels as a vehicle 
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crosses over the gaps (see page 3.10-65, paragraph 6). These switches are usually located near stations 
and maintenance facilities. As the El Charro Road alignment would traverse El Charro Road in an 
aerial structure, and would not be near a station or maintenance facility, the BART trains would not 
cross a switch along El Charro Road. Vibration impacts would be less than significant along El Charro 
Road. 


Aesthetics. Comments on the Draft Program EIR analysis of visual quality along El Charro Road can 
generally be broken into two categories: 1) comments questioning whether the aerial structure would 
have a significant impact on the Staples Ranch area; and 2) comments questioning whether the aerial 
structure would have a significant impact on the visual quality of existing conditions along El Charro 
Road. For those comments on the Staples Ranch area, please refer to Master Response 4, Staples 
Ranch. 


The Draft Program EIR acknowledges that the proposed aerial structure would be a large structure and 
noticeable; however, the aerial structure in the stretch where it is within and proximate to I-580 would 
be visually compatible with the existing overpasses and ramps associated with I-580. Further south 
along El Charro Road, the area adjacent to the alignment is sparsely vegetated and surrounded by flat 
quarry land with low visual quality (See page 3.5-25, paragraph 1, of the Draft Program EIR). To 
clarify the impact of the aerial structure along El Charro Road, the fifth and sixth sentences of the first 
paragraph of page 3.5-25 are revised as follows: 


The aerial structure would be visually prominent obtrusive due to the fact that, unlike the area 
around the intersection of El Charro Road and 1|-580, there is no existing transportation 
infrastructure of similar visual quality in the immediate area in-an-_envirenment where ne-such 
existing structures exist, However, because this area the aerial structure would be located in an 
areawherethe is of low overall existing visual quality and largely devoid of built and natural 
features and scenic vantage pointsistew, the aerial structure along El Charro Road would not 
result in a significant impact for this alternative. 


As stated subsequently in the same section (Section 3.5, Visual Quality), the aerial structure would not 
obstruct views (see page 3.5-39, paragraph 3). The Draft Program EIR provides illustrations in Figure 
3.5-12 and Figure 3.5-13 (see pages 3.5-26 and 3.5-27), which depict a conceptual rendering of the 
proposed aerial structure at El Charro Road and |-580, and El Charro Road and Stanley Boulevard, 
respectively. Due to the low visual quality of the area adjacent to El Charro Road, the aerial structure 
would not change or remove visually important landscaping or existing structures that would detract 
from the existing visual quality of the area along El Charro Road (see page 3.5-42, paragraph 4). 


Visual Compatibility with Future Development Plans. Under CEQA, the visual impact analysis is 
concerned with alterations to public views and vantage points, rather than loss or obstruction of private 
views. Views of privately planned development are not considered scenic views protected by CEQA; 
however, the Draft Program EIR describes the effects of the aerial alignment on proposed commercial 
development at Staples Ranch because this concern was raised during the scoping meeting for the 
Program EIR (see page 3.5-39, paragraph 3). 
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In addition, many of these comments focused on how these impacts could affect planned and future 
developments along El Charro Road (i.e., Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan/Staples Ranch). Please see 
Master Response 4, Staples Ranch, for a discussion of the consideration of Staples Ranch, both as a 
cumulative project, and as a “future existing condition” with the potential for impacts to residents at 
the Staples Ranch site. 


Compatibility with Future Recreational Plans. With regard to future recreational uses at the Chain 
of Lakes, BART acknowledges Zone 7’s present and future ownership interests in the Chain of Lakes 
area; the Draft Program EIR notes the area’s land use designation of Aggregate/W ater Resource (see 
Figure 3.3-1 on page 3.3-5). In addition, BART acknowledges a present and future trail network at or 
near the Chain of L akes/El Charro Road alignment. 


As noted on page 3.3-1, paragraph 4, of the Draft Program EIR, the California Government Code, 
Section 53090, exempts BART from complying with local land use policies and plans. As a result of 
this exemption, inconsistencies with such policies would not be considered significant impacts under 
CEQA. However, BART has made an effort to include descriptions of all relevant county and city 
planning documents in Section 3.3, Land Use, of the Draft Program EIR (see pages 3.3-19 to 3.3-33). 
Zone 7 noted in its comments that there is a 1981 Specific Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry 
Area Reclamation (LAVQAR) that should be described in the Draft Program EIR. In response, the 
following text is inserted before the second paragraph of page 3.3-23 of the Draft Program EIR: 


Alameda County Specific Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Area Reclamation 
(LAVQAR). Adopted in November 1981, LAVQAR is a plan for the reclamation, reuse, and 


rehabilitation of the 3,820-acre area between Pleasanton and Livermore designated for sand and 
gravel quarrying. LAVQAR was developed in response to the State Surface Mining and 


Reclamation Act of 1975, which requires reclamation plans for all mining operations conducted 
after January 1, 1976. The central concept of LAVQAR is the gradual transformation of 


quarried pits into a “chain of lakes” that will provide a surface water storage and conveyance 
system and flood control strategy for Zone 7. Under the terms of this reclamation agreement, 
quarry operators must dedicate mined-out pits, water management facilities, and supporting 


land areas to Zone 7 for ownership and management. Although some portions have already 
been dedicated to Zone 7, LAVQAR is a staged reclamation process by which mined-out lands 


will be dedicated to Zone 7 until the year 2030, when reserves are expected to be depleted. 


Although station areas or yards would not encroach into this area, the El Charro Road 


alignment of Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5 would traverse a part of this area. While the 
specific details of the future uses and activities envisioned by the LAVQAR remain speculative 


at this time, an aerial structure would not necessarily detract from the proposed water storage 
and flood control facility nor conflict with possible recreational uses considered for the mined- 
out quarry pits. However, this issue would be reevaluated in a BART to Livermore project 


EIR, if this alignment alternative is selected and the water storage and flood control facilities 
and recreational uses are in place at that time. 
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Study area land uses designated for resource management are identified in Figure 3.3-5 of the Draft 
Program EIR. The majority of land surrounding E! Charro Road, from |-580 to the UPRR alignment, 
is designated for resource management in the East County Area General Plan (see page 3.3-31, 
paragraph 3). Currently, Zone 7 does not have any specific plans for recreational uses of the Chain of 
Lakes. As stated previously, the Program EIR properly addresses the impacts of a BART extension on 
existing conditions. 


Page 3.3-19 of the Draft Program EIR, under Applicable Plans and Policies, is revised with the 
following text, and inserted after the second paragraph, to include a description of the East Bay 
Regional Parks District (EBRPD) M aster Plan M ap: 


East Bay Regional Parks District (EBRPD) 2007 Master Plan Map. The EBRPD is currently 
updating the written portion of its 2007 M aster Plan, which will ultimately define the District's 


vision, prioritize future expansion, and provide policies and guidelines to implement that 
expansion. Although the written portion of the M aster Plan is not complete, the 2007 M aster 
Plan M ap has been officially adopted by the EBRPD Board of Directors. This map identifies 
potential future EBRPD parklands and trails, including several potential regional trails that 
would intersect the Chain of Lakes area. The El Charro aerial structure included in 


Alternatives la, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5 would pass over these future trails and would not impede 
movement along the trails. 


Future regional trails identified on the EBRPD 2007 Master Plan Map in proximity to the potential 
aerial BART structure along El Charro Road include the Doolan Canyon to |-580 trail, Arroyo M ocho 
trail, San Joaquin County to Shadow Cliffs trail, and Shadow Cliffs to Morgan Territory trail. 
Although the exact design and visual quality of these trails cannot be assessed since the 2007 M aster 
Plan has not been adopted, it is assumed that the visual resources along these future trails would be 
generally equivalent to the existing visual resources in the area, as assessed in the Draft Program EIR. 
As indicated by Mitigation Measures TR-8.1 and TR-8.2, if the selected alignment analyzed in the 
project-level environmental review document is found to impact an existing or reasonably foreseeable 
trail, BART will adopt measures to reduce this impact. 


Conflicts with Access to Mineral Extraction. Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5 would pass through 
lands designated by the State and the County as regionally significant sources of construction-grade 
aggregate, and recognized by Livermore and Pleasanton as part of the LAVQAR, adopted in 1981. 
The analysis in Impact GEO-5, Loss of a Mineral Resource or Mineral Resource Recovery Site, 
beginning on page 3.7-46 of the Draft Program EIR, recognizes a potentially significant and 
unavoidable impact for Alternatives 3a and 5 due to loss of access to mineral resources within the 
Isabel/Stanley Station footprint. 


The engineering design and the analysis in the Draft Program EIR assumes that by the time a BART 
extension alternative is implemented, the mineral resources will have been removed and EI Charro 
Road will have become a public street approximately along its present alignment. Under these 
conditions, no mineral resources along the present alignment of El Charro Road would be affected, 
because they would have already been extracted. However, if aBART extension alternative were to be 


BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 3-12 
June 2010 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 3 Master Responses 


constructed in this area prior to 2030, when the resources are expected to be mined out, or mineral 
resources remain along the present alignment of El Charro Road or in areas where the aerial structure 
diverged from the present alignment of El Charro Road (an area roughly estimated to be about 4 
acres), there could be mineral resources impacts. The loss of access to these mineral resource areas 
under these scenarios would need to be assessed in a project-level environmental review document if 
any of the alternatives along El Charro Road were selected for further engineering development and 
environmental review. Although the actual loss of access to recoverable mineral resources would be 
relatively minor compared to the remaining resources in the Livermore-A mador Valley, there could be 
a significant impact, based on the area’s being in a designated Resource Sector. If the BART Board 
selects one of these five alternatives as its preferred alternative, then further consultation with the 
quarry owners and the agencies involved in the Surface M ining and Reclamation Act and the LAVQAR 
Specific Plan would be warranted to determine the feasibility of mitigating the impacts. 


MASTER RESPONSE 4: STAPLES RANCH 


A number of comments raised concerns regarding the potential impacts that some BART to Livermore 
extension alignment alternatives could have on future development at Staples Ranch. As described in 
the Draft Program EIR (see page 3.1-10, paragraphs 2 and 3), Staples Ranch is a 124-acre undeveloped 
site just south of 1-580 and west of El Charro Road, within Pleasanton’s Sphere of Influence in 
unincorporated Alameda County. The Staples Ranch site was proposed for development under the 
Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan, which was adopted by the City of Pleasanton in 1989. At that time, 
the Staples Ranch site was designated for a mix of uses including service commercial/light industrial, 
commercial, and park uses. 


Status of Staples Ranch Plans 


The Draft Program EIR notes on page 3.1-10, that an amendment to the Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan 
was approved and an EIR was certified for the Staples Ranch project in February 2009 by the City of 
Pleasanton. The project EIR and amended plan allows for development of an auto mall, a senior care 
community, retail and commercial uses, and a community park on the Staples Ranch site. However, in 
response to new information obtained since certification of the Staples Ranch EIR, Pleasanton 
determined that it was necessary to prepare a Draft Supplemental EIR (SEIR) before adopting the 
project. The Staples Ranch Draft SEIR was released for public review in November 2009 and the 
review period closed in December 2009. The Final SEIR is scheduled to be certified in J une 2010. 


CEQA Definition of Baseline C onditions 


CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a) states that the environmental setting or “baseline” for an EIR 
normally consists of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project site as they 
exist at the time the Notice of Preparation (NOP) is published. The NOP for the BART to Livermore 
Draft Program EIR was released in J une 2008, prior to certification and approval of the Staples Ranch 
SEIR in February 2009. At that time, the Staples Ranch site was vacant, as it remains today. 
Moreover, as of June 2008, the adopted Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan identified only commercial and 
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light industrial land uses for the Staples Ranch site. Accordingly, strictly speaking, the Draft Program 
EIR was not required to consider impacts of extending BART to Livermore on potential future 
development at Staples Ranch, which is not yet part of the existing environment. 


Nevertheless, in response to comments and under the circumstances, BART believes it is appropriate to 
discuss the potential for impacts to future occupants of Staples Ranch for the benefit of decision-makers 
and the public. From the comments received on the Draft Program EIR and discussions among BART 
and City of Pleasanton staff, it is clear that there is a high degree of interest and concern regarding this 
issue. Moreover, in light of the City’s recent approval of the Staples Ranch SEIR and project, it 
appears likely that development may occur by the time BART prepares a project-level EIR and adopts a 
project extending BART to Livermore. However, by that time BART will have selected the preferred 
alignment alternative, and it will be too late for a project-level analysis of impacts on Staples Ranch to 
inform the choice of alignment. Recent CEQA cases, including the California Supreme Court's 
decision in Communities for a Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Management District, 
emphasize that an EIR should not mechanically rely on a “snapshot” of conditions at the time of the 
NOP to provide the baseline, if those conditions are not representative of expected conditions based on 
longer term information. In particular, the cases suggest that when existing conditions are expected to 
change during the period of environmental review, it may be more appropriate to compare the project's 
impacts to predicted conditions as of the expected date of project approval, rather than to conditions at 
the time CEQA review began. Therefore, in order for the Final Program EIR to provide a basis for an 
informed decision on the environmental consequences of selecting a preferred alignment alternative, the 
discussion below addresses the Staples Ranch development as if it were a “future existing condition.” 
However, it should be emphasized that these are unusual circumstances, resulting from the nearly 
coinciding timing of the City’s SEIR and project adoption with BART’s Program EIR and preferred 
alignment selection. It remains true that, generally, potential future development that may be in the 
planning stage, but does not yet exist, does not form part of the environmental setting or baseline for 
analysis of project-level impacts. 


It is important to note that, separate from the concept of “baseline” or existing conditions, CEQA also 
requires reasonably foreseeable future projects to be considered in the analysis of cumulative impacts. 
In other words, BART must consider the cumulative effects of an extension to Livermore, together 
with reasonably foreseeable future development, on other receptors and land uses which already exist 
in the study area. Since a proposal was in place to amend the Specific Plan and land uses at the Staples 
Ranch site, the Specific Plan Amendment and associated land uses were considered to be a reasonably 
foreseeable project under CEQA for the BART to Livermore Extension Program EIR. Accordingly, 
the Staples Ranch project is listed as a “cumulative project” on page 3.1-10 in the Draft Program EIR 
and is among the reasonably foreseeable future projects included in the cumulative impacts analysis 
throughout the document. In addition, the Staples Ranch project is considered part of the No Build 
Alternative, which also includes reasonably foreseeable future projects. In addition, as noted on pages 
3.2-36 and 3.2-37 of the Draft Program EIR, the Stoneridge Drive extension, which would extend 
through the Staples Ranch site, was included in the No Build Alternative. 
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Impacts on Future Staples Ranch Development 


Consistent with the foregoing discussion, the following information about potential impacts from the 
BART to Livermore extension alternatives on future receptors at the Staples Ranch site is presented to 
provide a basis for an informed decision on the environmental consequences of constructing the 
extension alternatives and the selection of a preferred alternative. The analysis of impacts at the 
Staples Ranch site are based on comments received on the BART to Livermore Extension Draft 
Program EIR related to the Staples Ranch site from the City of Pleasanton, Pleasanton Chamber of 
Commerce, and future developers at the Staples Ranch site. In particular, the concerns raised are 
related to land use, visual quality, traffic, noise, and air quality. Each of these topics, as they relate to 
the comments received on the Draft Program EIR, are briefly discussed below. For reference, Figure 
3-1 presented below, has been created to show the EI Charro Road alignments in relation to the 
conceptual site plan presented in the Draft Program EIR for the Staples Ranch site. As shown, the 
BART alignment would cross the Staples Ranch site in the northwest corner of the site, in an area 
designated for parking and landscaping at the proposed auto mall. 


Land Use. The Draft Program EIR Section 3.3, Land Use, provided figures showing the existing land 
uses in the study area, special planning areas, and General Plan designations. The figures in Section 
3.3, Land Use, of the Draft Program EIR reflect the adopted land use designations at the time of the 
NOP and show the Staples Ranch site to be vacant. However, since the time of the NOP the 
Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan has been amended and approved by the City of Pleasanton. Therefore, 
to reflect the most current amendments to the land use designations by the City of Pleasanton, Figure 
3.3-5 from the Draft Program EIR has been updated to reflect the changes to the Staples Ranch site. 
(See Section 6, Revisions to the Draft Program EIR.) 


Visual Quality. Comments received on visual quality included concerns about potential impacts to 
visual resources at Staples Ranch and impacts to views for future Staples Ranch continuing care 
community residents, pedestrians, and trail and park users. Under Alternatives la, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5, 
BART would transition from an at-grade configuration in the |-580 median into an aerial configuration 
adjacent the Staples Ranch continuing care community site. These alternatives would continuing in a 
3, 3-mile continuous aerial structure from the 1-580 break-out just west of El Charro Road, around the 
planned Staples Ranch auto mall, and then continue southeasterly above the existing El Charro Road, 
over the Chain of Lakes. The following analysis presents visual impacts to the Staples Ranch site 
associated with this aerial configuration. 


Visual Compatibility. As explained on page 3.5-14 of the Draft Program EIR (first bullet point), 
factors that influence the CEQA visual compatibility analysis include the physical layout and scale of 
constructed features as compared to that of existing features, differences in building mass and form, 
and the introduction of obtrusive elements that are substantially out of character with the surrounding 
Setting. 
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The Draft Program EIR discusses potential impacts associated with visual compatibility of the aerial 
configuration along El Charro Road on pages 3.5-25 through 3.5-36. For each of the five alternatives 
that contain the aerial structure, the Draft Program EIR states that the proposed aerial structure would 
be visually prominent, yet compatible with existing highway overpasses and ramps. Buildout of 
Staples Ranch would not increase the visual incompatibility or prominence of the aerial structure. 
Although the rise in the aerial structure would begin adjacent to the Staples Ranch residential 
continuing care community, its approximately 30-foot height at this point, combined with its location in 
the median and behind the 28-foot tall sound wall structure (to be developed as part of Staples Ranch), 
would prevent it from appearing significantly out of scale or visually dominant. Further east, the aerial 
structure would increase in height to approximately 40-feet high to the west of the existing El Charro 
overpass. Here, the 37-acre auto mall and 11-acre retail center would be dominated by hardscaped 
surfaces; parking lots full of new automobiles; tall, freeway-oriented signage and large, boxy auto 
showroom structures. The aerial transit structure would not be incompatible or out of scale with this 
expansive built landscape. The Draft Program EIR provided a photo simulation with the auto mall 
signage and freeway overpass in Figure 3.5-19 (page 3.5-41). Moreover, the aerial structure would 
not run directly over either of these properties, but would skirt their northern and eastern boundaries 
above existing freeway infrastructure and roadways that form the natural boundary of the Staples 
Ranch site. This layout further ensures that the aerial structure would not be incompatible with or 
visually intrude onto that portion of the Staples Ranch site. 


Finally, the five-acre Staples Ranch neighborhood park would be entirely separated and effectively 
distanced from the aerial structure by the 37-acre auto mall, while the majority of the 17-acre 
community park would be separated from the aerial structure by the 11-acre retail center. Here, the 
height of the aerial structure would ensure that it is visually striking. However, the linear form and 
minimal footprint of the structure, its location at the natural boundary of the Staples Ranch site rather 
than directly above either of the parks, and the fact that both parks would be developed immediately 
adjacent to two large, auto-oriented commercial sites, mean that the aerial structure would not result in 
a significant incompatibility impact. 


For these reasons, the analysis of impacts related to visual compatibility for Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 
3a, and 5 are consistent with those originally reported in the Draft Program EIR. Alternatives 1a, 1b, 
2a, and 3a would have potentially significant and unavoidable impacts related to other sections of their 
alignments, while the impact of Alternative 5 would be less than significant (see Table 3.5-1, page 
3.5-18). 


View Obstruction. As explained on page 3.5-14 of the Draft Program EIR (second bullet point), view 
obstruction refers to blockage of a natural, scenic vista from a business or residential area. An impact 
would be considered potentially significant if it were to have a substantial adverse effect on an 
important vista normally experienced by large numbers of people. 


Conclusions of significance for view obstruction are largely the result of adverse affects on designated 
scenic vistas. The Pleasanton General Plan 2005-2025 does not identify any scenic routes or views in 
the study area (page 3.5-13, last paragraph) and, as illustrated on Figure 3.5-8 (page 3.5-12), there are 
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no City of Livermore designated scenic vistas from the area of the Staples Ranch site. The nearest 
designated vistas are south across 1-580 from just west of Doolan Road and north from Vineyard 
Avenue just west of Isabel A venue (page 3.5-11, bullet points). 


As summarized in Table 3.5-1 (page 3.5-18), none of the alternatives were found to have significant 
impacts related to the obstruction of important views or scenic vistas. View obstruction is analyzed on 
pages 3.5-37 to 3.5-39, and the Draft Program EIR concludes that the El Charro aerial structure of 
Alternatives la, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5 would not be of sufficiently high profile to affect long-range views to 
the south (page 3.5-38, paragraph 1) and would only intermittently interrupt views through and beneath 
it. 


Development of Staples Ranch would not be located in a designated scenic corridor or vista, and 
therefore, the BART aerial structure would not impact scenic vistas to visitors and residents of Staples 
Ranch. Although the residential, recreational, and commercial components of the development mean 
that the aerial structure would be visible to large numbers of people, the form and height of the 
structure, combined with its proximity to the Staples Ranch site, preclude the structure from severely 
obstructing long range views. As noted, the aerial structure would not be at full height at the point 
north of the continuing care community, and would be positioned behind the 28-foot sound barrier. To 
the northeast and east of Staples Ranch, the structure would be taller and, thus, fully visible from the 
site. However, as stressed in the Draft Program EIR, visibility through and beneath the aerial structure 
would result in only intermittent view blockage. Visitors to the Staples Ranch auto mall and retail 
center would be near enough the structure such that views of the hills to the east and northeast would 
be maintained. While users of Staples Ranch parks would be further from the structure, their views 
would be dominated by the buildings, landscaping, and parking lots associated with the commercial 
components of Staples Ranch, immediately north and east of the parks. Visitors in the southern portion 
of the community park and those using the regional trail would have unobstructed eastward views of 
the aerial structure. Still, long range views from these areas would be largely maintained due to the 
spaced, pillared footprint and height of the aerial structure. 


For these reasons, the analysis of impacts related to view obstruction for Alternatives la, 1b, 2a, 3a, 
and 5 are consistent with those originally reported in the Draft Program EIR. All five alternatives 
would have less-than-significant impacts (see Table 3.5-1, page 3.5-18). 


Disturbance to Scenic Resources. As explained on page 3.5-14 of the Draft Program EIR (third bullet 
point), scenic resource disturbance refers to the disturbance or loss of characteristic visual amenities 
such as vegetation, rock outcroppings, visual landmarks or historic resources. 


The Draft Program EIR discusses potential impacts associated with disturbance of scenic resources 
caused by the El Charro aerial configuration on page 3.5-42. It concludes that the structure would not 
change or remove visually important landscaping or existing structures that would detract from the 
overall visual quality of the area (paragraph 4). This conclusion would not change with buildout of 
Staples Ranch. Although development of Staples Ranch would significantly alter the visual character 
of the area from undeveloped to developed, it would not result in the addition of significant visual 
resources or unique, characteristic visual amenities that would be removed or disturbed by the aerial 
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structure. The continuing care center, auto mall, retail center, and parks are not unique visual 
amenities of historic or natural significance; similar examples of highway-oriented development and 
public parks can be found throughout the study area. In addition, as noted, the aerial structure has a 
minimal built footprint and would not pass directly above any of these elements. Thus, it would not 
result in the disturbance or removal of potential visual resources. 


For these reasons, the analysis of impacts related to disturbance to scenic resources for Alternatives 1a, 
lb, 2a, 3a, and 5 are consistent with those originally reported in the Draft Program EIR. All five 
alternatives would have less-than-significant impacts (see Table 3.5-1, page 3.5-18). 


Light and Glare. As explained on page 3.5-15 of the Draft Program EIR (first bullet point), a 
potentially significant light- and glare-related impact would be based on the creation of a new source of 
substantial light or glare which would adversely impact day or nighttime views. The Draft Program 
EIR states that new sources of light would primarily be added at station areas and yards, and that 
lighting along trackways would not contribute to significant impacts related to light or glare (page 
3.5-43, last paragraph). Because Staples Ranch is approximately two miles from the nearest station or 
yard, the analysis of impacts related to light and glare for Alternatives la, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5 are 
consistent with those originally reported in the Draft Program EIR. All five alternatives would have 
potentially significant impacts that could be reduced to less-than-significant levels through mitigation, 
in the form of sensitive lighting specification and design (see T able 3.5-1, page 3.5-18). 


Traffic. As noted the Draft Program EIR did identify the Stoneridge Drive Extension as a significant 
element of Pleasanton’s circulation system. The development of the scope of the traffic analysis in the 
Draft Program EIR took into careful consideration the potential traffic impacts of the proposed BART 
extension alternatives. Generally these impacts fall into two categories: 


1. Impacts of the proposed transit improvement on the regional and local traffic facilities in the 
corridor - As compared to the No-Build Alternative, each of the alternatives attract a number 
of auto drivers to use BART, which results in a beneficial effect. Traffic flows on I-580 and 
other major east-west routes in the Tri-Valley study are would be reduced as compared to the 
No Build A Iternative. 


2. Impacts of the traffic activity generated by the proposed new stations - New BART stations 
create a node of transportation activity and the increased traffic around the stations and on the 
key routes leading to and the stations can generate adverse traffic impacts. 


Examining the Stoneridge Drive Extension and the traffic circulation in and around the Staples Ranch 
project area in light of the types of impacts noted above yields the following conclusions: 


e Because each of the alternatives would have a beneficial impact on traffic on 1-580 and 
Stoneridge Drive would extend parallel to 1-580, it is likely that the BART extension 
alternatives would actually have a beneficial effect on future traffic conditions on Stoneridge 
Drive as compared to conditions under the No Build Alternative. 


e Stoneridge Drive is not a direct access route to any of the proposed new BART stations 
associated with the alternatives. The closest BART station to Staples Ranch would be the 
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existing Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station. Because all of the alternatives result in less traffic 
at the Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station than that forecast for the No Build Alternative, it is 
unlikely that there would be any impact on Stoneridge Drive. It is more likely that given the 
implementation of one of the proposed alternatives, there would be a reduction in the traffic on 
Stoneridge Drive as compared to the No-Build Alternative. 


Noise and Vibration. Comments received on the Draft Program EIR included concerns about 
potential noise impacts to future residents and park users at the Staples Ranch site. The Staples Ranch 
development would include residents as part of a senior care community. The land use map and 
conceptual site plans for the senior care community, as shown in the Staples Ranch EIR, indicate that 
residents at the senior care community would be located adjacent to I-580 and would also include a 
sound barrier consisting of a 20-foot tall berm and 8-foot tall wall constructed adjacent to !-580 to 
reduce traffic noise levels from the freeway. For the BART to Livermore extension alternatives that 
would run at-grade within the I-580 median near the Staples Ranch site (Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4), 
noise conditions at the senior care community would be similar to those analyzed for receptor P1 (see 
Draft Program EIR Figures 3.10-6, 3.10-9, 3.10-10, and 3.10-13). Therefore, impacts to receptors at 
Staples Ranch would be less than significant under each of these extension alternatives. 


However, for Alternatives la, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5, BART would be at-grade in the median of 1-580 near 
the existing residential receptors west of Staples Ranch (receptor P1), and would transition into an 
aerial configuration adjacent to the Staples Ranch site while still in the median, continuing in an aerial 
configuration onto El Charro Road. Because the aerial transition involves a relatively tight curve from 
1-580 to El Charro Road, speeds on the aerial curve would be limited to 50 miles per hour. The 
following analysis presents noise impacts on the Staples Ranch site associated with the aerial 
configuration associated with Alternatives la, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5. 


Predicted future noise levels for the Staples Ranch site near I-580 and El Charro Road are presented in 
Table 3-1. As shown, future baseline noise levels near |-580 would be approximately 71 dBA Lan at 
the proposed setback of the residential buildings (without a wall), approximately 58 dBA Lan near the 
center of the Staples Ranch site (approximates future baseline noise levels for the east side of the senior 
care community facing El Charro Road), and approximately 55 dBA Leg for areas near El Charro Road 
where the community park is proposed. Given the future baseline noise levels for the Staples Ranch 
site, the addition of BART train noise to baseline noise levels at the proposed residential and park 
locations would be less than the identified significance criteria for three of the four locations, as shown 
in Table 3-1. 
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Table 3-1 
Predicted Noise Levels from BART Trains on Staples Ranch L and Uses 
Along E| Charro Road Alignments 


Senior Care Community near 
1-580, no wall 


Acceptable Noise Noise L evel 


(L dn/L eq”) Generated by _Noiseat Sensitive 


Distance From Future Baseline (M oderate Alternative at Receptors 


Receptors at Staples Ranch Tracks to Noise Levels Impact, see Table Receptor (Ldn/Leq®) Exceeding 


Site Receptor (ft) (dBA, Ldn/L eq)” 3.10-8a‘) (Train noise only) Threshold? 


270 71 < 66 63 No 


Senior Care Community near 
1-580, assuming a 28-foot 270 60 < 58 63 Yes 
wall/berm is constructed 


Senior Care Community facing 
El Charro Road to the East 


Community Park near E| 
Charro Road 


1600 58 <57 55 No 


300 55 < 61 60 No 


Source: ERM, 2010. 
Notes: 


a. 
b. 
G 


Based on traffic noise levels present in the Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan Amendment/Staples Ranch Draft EIR, 2008. 
Noise levels for senior care community based are shown in Lan. Noise levels for the community park are shown in L eq hourly. 
Acceptable Noise Criteria is based on the Federal Transit A dministration’s guidance for Category 2 and 3 uses. 


The noise levels estimated in Table 3-1 for the senior care community without the proposed wall would 
be representative of the exterior noise levels at the upper stories of the residential buildings. However, 
because the senior care community also includes construction of a 28-foot sound barrier, it is estimated 
that ground-level noise levels at the senior care community would be reduced by approximately 
11 dBA.’ It is likely that the sound barrier would also result in a reduction of BART train noise at the 
ground level. However, since the BART alignment would be aerial at that point, the effectiveness of 
the sound barrier is difficult to determine, so to be conservative no reduction in train noise is assumed. 
It should be noted that this does not mean that the sound barriers would not result in any noise 
reductions; this assumption is only being made to provide a worst-case analysis. With reduced 
background noise levels at the senior care community, the contribution from the BART trains would be 
potentially significant, as shown in Table 3-1. 


Note that for Alternatives la, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5, a significant and unavoidable impact has been 
identified in the Draft Program EIR for noise to residential receptors outside the Staples Ranch site, 
and mitigation has been proposed. Even with mitigation, the Draft Program EIR notes that noise levels 
may not be able to be reduced below the significance criteria in all areas; therefore, impacts are 
considered potentially significant and unavoidable for these alternatives at the programmatic level of 
analysis. If an alternative is chosen that includes an aerial configuration along !-580 adjacent to the 
Staples Ranch site, there would be potentially significant impacts to the future residents at the senior 


2 The Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan Amendment/Staples Ranch Draft EIR estimated that noise levels at the 


Staples Ranch site would be reduced by about 11 to 16 dBA with construction of the 28-foot sound barrier. 
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care community, and Mitigation M easure NO-1.1, on page 3.10-53 of the Draft Program EIR, would 
apply to the Staples Ranch site. However, similar to other locations along the project corridor even 
with mitigation, noise levels may not be reduced below the significance criteria in all areas, and 
impacts would be potentially significant and unavoidable. 


The Draft Program EIR identifies in Tables 3.10-17 and 3.10-18 that receptors more than 90 feet from 
the tracks (or 125 feet from railroad switches) would not result in significant vibration impacts. Text 
on page 3.10-66 also notes that aerial structures generally have less vibration impacts than at-grade 
facilities. Because the proposed residential uses at the Staples Ranch site would be more than 90 feet 
from the proposed BART tracks and no switches would be proposed near the Staples Ranch site, 
vibration impacts would be less than significant for these future residential uses. 


Air Quality. The Draft Program EIR assumed that the BART to Livermore extension would be 
operated using traditional BART technology, which includes an electrified third rail. As such, 
operation of the BART trains would not result in emissions of criteria air pollutants or toxic air 
contaminants along the project corridor. As described on page 3.11-30 of the Draft Program EIR, 
toxic air contaminants associated with the BART to Livermore extension alternatives would be 
associated with maintenance facilities and that these sources would not generate a substantial amount of 
toxic air contaminants. All BART extension alternatives were identified to result in less-than- 
significant impacts associated with toxic air contaminants. In addition, there are no maintenance 
facilities proposed near the Staples Ranch site under any of the extension alternatives; therefore, no 
impacts from toxic air contaminants would occur at the Staples Ranch site. 


The potential for air quality impacts to future receptors at the Staples Ranch site would be associated 
with construction impacts, such as emissions from construction equipment and fugitive dust. The 
impacts associated with construction activities are described in Section 3.16, Construction Impacts, in 
the Draft Program EIR. Mitigation measures proposed as part of the Draft Program EIR for 
construction impacts would apply under all extension alternatives to reduce impacts to a less-than- 
significant level, including impacts to the Staples Ranch site. 


MASTER RESPONSE 5: DOWNTOWN LIVERMORE STATION 


A number of comments received during the Draft Program EIR public review process address the 
Downtown Livermore Station, which would be served by six of the ten alignment alternatives, 
including the new hybrid alternative, Alternative 2b, in Section 1.4 of this document. These comments 
revealed that commentors have strong but varied opinions about the Downtown Livermore BART 
Station. While many commentors stated their opinion that a downtown station would be detrimental to 
the existing character and quality of downtown, others argued that the station would be an invaluable 
addition to Livermore’s recently improved downtown district. Comments opposed to the station cited 
impacts assessed in the Draft Program EIR, including parking and traffic, residential displacement, 
visual quality, noise, and crime-related impacts. Comments in support of the Downtown Livermore 
Station generally cited the economic, cultural, and accessibility benefits of the Downtown Livermore 
Station. 
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Location. Some comments revealed uncertainty about the exact location of the Downtown Livermore 
Station. The Downtown Livermore Station site, as shown in detail on Figure 2-7 (see Draft Program 
EIR, page 2-21), is located primarily in the Livermore downtown core area. It is bounded by 
Livermore Avenue, Chestnut Street, Junction Avenue, and Ladd Avenue. The Downtown Livermore 
Station footprint also includes the existing Livermore Transit Center/Livermore ACE Station. The 
footprint of the Portola/Railroad Yard, which would be developed under those alternatives that 
terminate at the Downtown Livermore Station (Alternatives 3 and 3a), is shown in Figure 2-14 (see 
Draft Program EIR, page 2-39). The maintenance yard is located east of the downtown area, 
immediately north of the existing UPRR right-of-way, south of First Street, and extends eastward to 
Mines Road. It is important to note that the level of detail developed for the downtown station (and for 
all the stations considered) in the Draft Program EIR was purposely limited to just the identification of 
a general footprint or area within which the station would be located. This is because the purpose of a 
program-level EIR is to allow for a comparison of alternatives and does not require the level of detail 
that will be necessary once a preferred alternative is selected and a decision is made to move forward 
with a project-level EIR. 


Parking and Traffic. Numerous comments argued against BART extension alternatives that include 
the Downtown Livermore Station on the grounds that the station would exacerbate the existing parking 
shortfall in the downtown area, resulting in localized traffic congestion and parking overflow into 
already constrained parking lots. The transportation analysis in Section 3.2, Transportation, of the 
Draft Program EIR, evaluated these issues. First, the ridership forecasts, which consider all travel 
modes, were developed without any constraint on parking to determine the total demand for parking for 
a BART station in the downtown area. Then, in the parking analysis, the amount of parking to be 
provided at the Downtown Livermore Station was limited to 2,500 spaces. These new parking spaces 
would be in excess of existing parking in the city’s three-level parking structure and surface parking 
near the existing Livermore Transit Center/Livermore ACE Station. The limit of 2,500 spaces was 
intentionally selected in order to limit the impacts of the Downtown Livermore Station on local traffic, 
by providing an amount of station parking that was less than that necessary to accommodate the 
demand from the forecasted ridership. As a result, as stated on Draft Program EIR (page 3-2.139, 
paragraph 3), there would be a parking supply deficit at the Downtown Livermore Station. The 
estimated demand for parking for the six alternatives serving the Downtown Livermore Station 
exceeded the 2,500 space supply by 1,284 to 1,900 spaces (see page 3.2-140, Table 3.2-32). Those 
riders who do not park at the station are expected to redistribute to other stations where parking is 
available, or take the bus, bicycle, or walk to the station. The excess downtown parking demand 
would be accommodated at the “paired” station (either Vasco, Greenville, or 1-580/Isabel). 


To reduce the risk of BART patrons responding to the limited parking supply at the Downtown 
Livermore Station by parking on the streets in the downtown area or in nearby neighborhoods, the City 
of Livermore should adopt parking management controls on the public parking around the Downtown 
Livermore Station site (see page 3.2-143, Mitigation Measure TR-6.2). These controls would be 
similar to those in place around BART’s existing downtown stations such as Concord, Walnut Creek, 
Hayward, Orinda, and Lafayette. These cities effectively manage BART-related parking even though 
their BART station parking facilities are filled to near capacity on weekdays. The peak parking demand 


BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 3-23 
June 2010 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 3 Master Responses 


for Livermore’s downtown occurs after peak hours for BART so that shared parking is possible during 
evening hours. The types of measures that are commonly used to control parking are parking time 
limits, paid parking, and residential area permit parking. At the same time, by constraining the amount 
of parking provided at the Downtown Livermore Station, the amount of BART-related traffic in the 
downtown area will be reduced and there will be an incentive for persons to walk, bike, or use transit 
to reach the BART station. In addition, the less land that is devoted to BART parking, the more land is 
available for additional commercial and residential development in the station area. 


The fact that additional BART parking may eventually be needed is also addressed in the Draft 
Program EIR. Should there be a need for more BART parking, parking at the stations closer to the 
1-580 freeway (Isabel/Stanley, Isabel/l-580, Vasco Road, or Greenville East depending on the 
alternative), would be expanded rather than building additional parking downtown (see page 3.2-143, 
Mitigation Measure TR-6.1). This mitigation measure would encourage long distance travelers from 
San Joaquin County and elsewhere to park near the freeway, rather than drive through Livermore to 
the downtown area. 


It is important to note that the objective of a program-level EIR is to provide a fair comparison of the 
alternatives under consideration. All of the alternatives that include the Downtown Livermore Station 
were evaluated with the same parking supply assumptions. The constrained parking assumption was 
adopted to be consistent with the city’s planning objectives for the downtown area and support transit- 
oriented development. As noted above, the ridership evaluation at the program level assumes that 
potential transit riders who are unable to locate a downtown parking space for BART would either park 
at one of the other stations where more parking would be provided, shift their mode of travel to the 
station. Given these options, limiting parking at the Downtown Livermore Station is not expected to 
reduce the overall ridership forecast. 


Ridership and parking forecasts in the Draft Program EIR are for the year 2035. Parking at the 
Downtown Livermore Station and all other BART stations could be developed in phases. It would not 
be necessary to build all of the parking lots at once. This phased development approach would allow 
BART and the City of Livermore to coordinate parking development in a fashion that will address 
traffic circulation issues, meet parking management objectives, and support land use development 
goals. 


Residential Displacement. Numerous comments stated that bringing BART to Downtown Livermore 
would result in the displacement of downtown residences and businesses. The Draft Program EIR fully 
evaluated this issue. As summarized in Table 3.4-5 of Section 3.4, Population and Housing (page 
3.4-12), all of the alignment alternatives would have significant impacts related to the displacement of 
homes and businesses. 


The Draft Program EIR establishes that the Downtown Livermore Station area is the most heavily 
populated of all five station areas, and that property displacement would be concentrated in the area. 
The station area also contains a wide variety of commercial businesses. 
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Property displacement impacts for all alternatives that serve the Downtown Livermore Station are 
outlined in the Draft Program EIR. Development of Alternative 1a would require the acquisition of 
185 parcels, including residential, industrial, warehouse, retail, and transit parcels downtown (page 
3.4-16, paragraph 3). The Draft Program EIR states that of the 79 single-family and multi-family 
residential units affected by acquisition along the entire alignment, many are concentrated on Chestnut 
Street and Junction Avenue (page 3.4-17, paragraph 1). Likewise, the Draft Program EIR identifies 
that although each downtown-serving alignment would affect a different total number of parcels, 
Alternative 1b (page 3.4-17, paragraph 2), Alternative 2a (page 3.4-19, paragraph 2), Alternative 3 
(page 3.4-21, paragraph 1), and Alternative 3a (page 3.4-21, paragraph 4) would result in a similar 
quantity and pattern of displacement in Downtown Livermore. Finally, as stated in Section 1.4 of this 
document, residential acquisition associated with Alternative 2b would be similar to the other 
alternatives, with the majority of the approximately 99 residential properties acquired to develop the 
entire alignment concentrated in the downtown area. If BART was not able to use the UPRR right-of- 
way, there would be additional property acquisition required north of the existing UPRR with related 
displacements, as outlined on page 3.4-24. 


The Draft Program EIR also states that these impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level 
via the implementation of an acquisition and relocation program that meets the requirements of state 
relocation law (Mitigation Measure PH-2.1). Such a program includes fair market compensation for 
acquired properties, as well as relocation assistance in the form of down payments, moving costs, and 
business reestablishment reimbursement, among others (page 3.4-23, paragraph 2). 


Visual Quality. Another set of comments stated that the Downtown Livermore Station would degrade 
the visual quality of the downtown area. Some of these comments focused on perceived incompatibility 
with the existing downtown aesthetic, others referenced the visual impact of existing elevated freeway 
structures in the Bay Area. 


This issue was also fully addressed in the Draft Program EIR. The visual impacts of all six alternatives 
serving the Downtown Livermore Station, including alignment and station impacts, are assessed in 
Section 3.5, Visual Quality, and, in the case of Alternative 2b, in Section 1.4 of this document. As 
discussed on page 3.5-25 (paragraphs 2, 3, and 4), Alternative 1a, runs at-grade in its approach to 
downtown, eventually crossing Livermore Avenue on an existing overpass (Draft Program EIR Figure 
3.5-15, page 3.5-29) to reach an at-grade Downtown Livermore Station platform. Alternatives 1b and 
2a would approach and serve the Downtown Livermore Station in the same manner. 


Unlike Alternatives la, 1b, and 2a, Alternative 3a would approach the Downtown Livermore Station 
on a visually prominent elevated structure above the existing roadway (Draft Program EIR Figure 
3.5-17, page 3.5-35), eventually serving the Downtown Livermore Station on a platform located above 
the existing ACE platform (page 3.5-34, paragraph 3). Finally, Alternative 3 would approach 
downtown via subway and include a below-grade platform for the Downtown Livermore Station (see 
page 3.5-33, paragraph 3), as would Alternative 2b (see Section 1.4 of this document). 


As summarized in Table 3.5-1 (see Draft Program EIR, page 3.5-18), all of the downtown-serving 
alternatives, with the exception of Alternatives 2b and 3, would have potentially significant and 
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unavoidable impacts due to visual incompatibility with some portion of the study area. However, 
within the downtown area, these significant visual impacts were found only in the case of Alternative 
3a, whose aerial approach into downtown was identified as a potentially significant and unavoidable 
alteration to the existing visual character around Livermore Avenue (page 3.5-24, paragraph 3). All 
other alternatives containing the Downtown Livermore Station were found to be visually compatible 
with the existing transit center and urban environment of Downtown Livermore. 


Scenic views were also assessed in the Draft Program EIR, and no designated scenic views were 
identified from the Downtown Livermore Station area (see page 3.5-39, paragraph 2). As such, none 
of the alternatives that contain the Downtown Livermore Station would result in significant impacts 
related to the obstruction of scenic vistas (see T able 3.5-1 on page 3.5-18). 


Finally, Table 3.5-1 shows that all downtown-serving alternatives would have potentially significant 
visual impacts related to station light and glare. As stated on page 3.5-44, paragraph 3, the production 
of light and glare at the stations could moderately affect day and nighttime views downtown. 
However, the Draft Program EIR identifies the development of lighting design specifications to reduce 
light spillover and prevent forming significant point sources of light, as a mitigation measure (see 
Mitigation Measure VQ-4.1 in the Draft Program EIR). The implementation of such specifications 
would reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level. 


Noise. A group of comments opposed to the Downtown Livermore Station cited concern with system 
noise impacts to downtown and surrounding residential areas. The noise-related impacts of all six 
alternatives serving the Downtown Livermore Station are fully assessed in Section 3.10, Noise and 
Vibration and in the case of Alternative 2b, in Section 1.4 of this document. These assessments are 
based on comprehensive existing noise measurements taken throughout the study area and similarly 
comprehensive noise prediction modeling. 


The document identifies potentially significant impacts from downtown train and station noise for 
Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, and 3a. As shown in Table 3.10-13 (page 3.10-45 of the Draft Program EIR), 
operation of Alterative 1a would result in a noise level increase that exceeds the threshold for sensitive 
receptors at four of five monitoring points in the downtown area. Areas that would be impacted by 
noise are illustrated Figure 3.10-7 (page 3.10-31 of the Draft Program EIR). The figure shows that 
sensitive residential areas immediately west and northeast of downtown were found to be significantly 
impacted by Alterative 1a train noise. The Draft Program EIR also states that under Alternative 1a, 
noise produced by switches and horns at the Downtown Livermore Station would be more than 
80 dBA, which is above the significance threshold of 66 dBA (see Draft Program EIR, page 3.10-49, 
paragraph 1). As explained in the Draft Program EIR, the downtown train/station noise impacts of 
Alternatives 1b (page 3.10-49, paragraph 3) and 2a (page 3.10-50, paragraph 3 and 4) would be the 
same as those caused by Alternative la. Alternative 3a would have similar potentially significant 
impacts to the downtown area, with the aerial portion resulting in an additional 4 dBA of noise (see 
Draft Program EIR, page 3.10-52, paragraph 3). All of these alternatives would result in noise levels 
exceeding 10 dBA and accordingly are considered potentially significant and unavoidable, since proven 
mitigation measures typically do not achieve more than a 10 dBA reduction in noise (see Draft 
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Program EIR, page 3.10-53, paragraph 3). In addition, if the change in alignments for Alternatives 1a, 
lb, 2, 2a, and 3a to comply with the UP Commuter Access Principles has the effect of shifting BART 
train alignment north of the existing tracks, this would increase noise exposure and impacts for 
sensitive receptors north of the tracks. 


Because of its subway approach and underground Downtown Livermore Station platform, the impact of 
Alternative 3 train/station noise on downtown receptors was found to be less than significant (page 
3.10-52, paragraph 1). As shown on Figure 3.10-11 (see Draft Program EIR, page 3.10-35), no 
surrounding areas would be significantly impacted by Alternative 3 train noise. As stated in Section 
1.4 of this document, this would also be the case with Alternative 2b, which would approach 
downtown via the same subway alignment. Although the Portola/Railroad Yard, an element of 
Alternatives 3 and 3a, would contribute to potentially significant and unavoidable noise impacts to the 
downtown area, these impacts would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with implementation 
of Mitigation Measure NO-2.1 (see Draft Program EIR, page 3.10-56, paragraph 3). This mitigation 
measure would require the installation of noise attenuation measures or other equivalent measures 
around maintenance yards so that noise level thresholds are not exceeded. For alternatives with 
underground facilities (Alternative 3 and the new Alternative 2b), noise from ventilation shafts would 
contribute to potentially significant impacts in the downtown area, but these impacts would be mitigated 
to a less-than-significant level with implementation of M itigation M easure NO-3.1 (see Draft Program 
EIR, page 3.10-57) to install noise shielding around ventilation shafts. 


Finally, the Draft Program EIR concludes that noise from substations and increased local traffic 
associated with all six alternatives containing the Downtown Livermore Station would result in 
potentially significant impacts to the downtown and other areas (see Draft Program EIR, pages 3.10-58 
to 3.10-59 and pages 3.10-63 to 3.10-64). Because sufficient information is not known at the program 
level to conclude that mitigation measures would reduce these impacts significantly, they are 
considered potentially significant and unavoidable (see Draft Program EIR, page 3.10-60, paragraph 1 
and page 3.10-65, paragraph 3). 


Crime. A number of commentors raised concerns about the potential for increased crime around 
BART stations. These concerns were directed towards the Downtown Livermore Station, but also 
included other stations as well. Accordingly, a separate master response has been prepared to address 
safety and security issues around BART stations (see M aster Response 6). 


MASTER RESPONSE 6: SAFETY AND SECURITY AROUND BART STATIONS 


The relationship between BART stations and surrounding crime levels was a topic raised often during 
the BART to Livermore Draft Program EIR public review process. Many commentors suggested that 
locating a new BART station in Livermore would increase criminal activity in surrounding areas. Of 
these comments, most argued against the Downtown Livermore Station on the grounds that it would 
attract crime, gang activity, and/or undesirable individuals to an area of schools and residences. Other 
commentors stated that terminus stations are particularly conducive to crime. Finally, some comments 
argued to the counter, stating that public transportation does not necessarily result in increased criminal 
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activity, and that the positive social and economic benefits of a Downtown Livermore Station would 
outweigh crime-related costs. 


Section 3.13, Community Services, assesses the impacts of the alignment alternatives on police services 
in the study area. The “Existing Conditions” discussion in Section 3.13 contains information on 
existing police resources, provided directly by the Police Departments of Livermore (LPD), 
Pleasanton, Dublin, and BART, as well as the Alameda County Sheriff's Office (ACSO). 
Representatives of these departments provided statistics on crime surrounding the existing 
Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station terminus. As stated in paragraph 3 of page 3.13-3, the Dublin Police 
Department reported that just 4 to 5 of 41,000 total calls to the Department in 2008 related to the 
existing Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station terminus. Similarly, according to the Pleasanton Police 
Department, just 0.25 percent of citywide calls came from the reporting district that contains the 
Dublin/Pleasanton Station (page 3.13-3, paragraph 5). Figure 3.13-1 of the Draft Program EIR (page 
3.13-2) shows that the Downtown Kiosk of the Livermore Police Department is located near the 
Downtown Livermore Station footprint, and that the Livermore Police Department Station is located 
just under a mile from the footprint, along Livermore A venue. 


As summarized in Table 3.13-4 (page 3.13-12) of the Draft Program EIR, the impact on police 
services of all nine build alternatives, including those that would serve downtown, was found to be less 
than significant. This conclusion in based on the fact that none of the build alternatives would trigger 
the need for new municipal police facilities in order to maintain acceptable performance standards. As 
stated on page 3.13-13, it assumed that each alternative would include new BART police facilities 
(paragraph 4) and the establishment of a new BART police beat composed of six officers (paragraph 
3). This analysis was based on direct input from both the LPD and ACSO, both of which stated that 
any increase in police demand resulting from any of the alternatives would be relatively low (page 
3.13-14, paragraph 3). 


In addition, future stations developed as part of the BART to Livermore Extension Program would 
incorporate new BART design, maintenance, and operational measures developed for personal safety 
and security. As noted on page 3.13-11 (paragraphs 2 and 3) of the Draft Program EIR, BART 
Facility Standards contain numerous public safety requirements, while BART Station Access 
Guidelines are largely dictated by the principles of Crime Prevention through Environmental Design 
(CPTED), which recommend security-oriented design elements such as enhanced lighting, station 
integration into the surrounding community and avoidance of pedestrian tunnels and other low-visibility 
areas. BART has recently studied stations around which personal security is an issue acknowledged by 
the community, and found that these are generally older stations constructed before CPTED policies 
existed and located in historically low-profile, high-crime settings, such as the 1972 Bay Fair BART 
Station. This conclusion parallels that of previous studies of crime and transit systems, which have 
found that crime levels vary throughout a given transit system and correlate to existing neighborhood 
crime (DeGeneste and Sullivan, 1994). The result of BART projects, such as the Bay Fair BART 
Station Area Improvement Plan (July 2009), is a series of implementation measures that would be 
integrated into the design and operation of all new BART stations, including physical improvements for 
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increased visibility and accessibility, improved stakeholder and community involvement, and inter- 
agency coordination on security efforts. 


Finally, the City of Livermore has also concluded that criminal activity would not increase significantly 
as a result of BART stations in Livermore. In an assessment that supports the analysis of the Draft 
Program EIR, City staff and the Police Department studied State of California, Department of Justice 
Criminal Justice Statistics Center (CJSC) data for four cities, before and after the development of 
BART terminus stations. A November 9, 2009 interoffice memorandum from the Livermore 
Community Development Director and the Livermore Chief of Police to members of the Livermore 
City Council and Mayor reported that, “Given Livermore’s current crime levels and assuming the 
station design and businesses are appropriate for the selected site...and that BART police staffing for 
this area is similar to its existing levels, any major increase in crime at or around BART stations in 
Livermore would not be anticipated.” ° 


MASTER RESPONSE 7: BIOLOGICAL SENSITIVITY OF THE GREENVILLE YARD AREA 


A number of resource agencies and other stakeholders commented on the Greenville Y ard site, 
including the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS), the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB), the East Bay Regional Park District, and several environmental organizations. Biological 
resources within the Livermore Valley area generally, and in the Greenville Y ard in particular, include 
Altamont Creek, wetland habitat, and vernal pools, which are suitable habitat for vernal pool plants, 
vernal pool branchiopods, California tiger salamander, and California red-legged frog. Table 3.9-4 on 
page 3.9-45 of the Draft Program EIR summarizes the effects to these sensitive habitats and species, 
and reports that each of the BART extension alternatives that involve the Greenville Y ard would have 
potentially significant effects, depending on the ultimate configuration and design of the maintenance 
facilities. 


Research on Biological Resources. The effects to these sensitive habitats and species are based on 
reconnaissance-level surveys for this programmatic EIR, which included driving and walking 
meandering transects through accessible representative vegetation or plant communities that occur 
within the 1000-foot buffer study area. Additional resources of information included recorded 
occurrences in the California Department of Fish and Game California Natural Diversity Database, 
California Native Plant Society Online Electronic Inventory of Rare and Endangered V ascular Plants of 
California, the USFWS Online Species List of Federal Endangered and Threatened Species, and review 
of existing environmental documents as described on page 3.9-1 of the Draft Program EIR. Based on 
these sources, there is sufficient information and research to identify which alignment alternatives are 
sensitive to biological resource impacts and to assess and compare the potential impacts of the 
alternatives at the program level (see Master Response 1 for the amount of detail necessary in a 
program EIR compared to a project EIR). An absolutely complete, updated species inventory is not 


3 Roberts, Marc, Director, City of Livermore Community Development Department and Sweeney, Steve, 


Livermore Police Department Chief of Police, BART Station Security, Interoffice Memorandum, November 
9, 2009, p. 2. 
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necessary for this purpose, as habitat which is valuable for some special status species (Such as 
wetlands, vernal pools, or raptor foraging habitat) is generally suitable for others as well. If an 
alignment alternative is rejected to avoid impacts to a particular species, other species will benefit. 
However, when BART prepares to proceed with a project, it will be important to have an updated and 
complete inventory of species in the project area, including species that may not now be present but 
may be present at that time. As discussed in the Draft Program EIR, pages 3.9-51-76, updated species 
surveys will be conducted as part of the project-level environmental review when a specific project is 
proposed. 


The comments received from agencies that have permitting authority for a BART project (see Draft 
Program EIR Table 1-1, beginning on page 1-26) suggest that these agencies may not permit BART to 
utilize the Greenville Y ard location, as they have stated their opinion that the impacts may not be 
mitigable or may require mitigation so extensive and costly as to render these alternatives non-viable. 
This master response summarizes the information presented in the Draft Program EIR and serves to 
underscore BART's shared concern regarding the biological sensitivity of the Greenville area and the 
need for further evaluation and consultation with the resource agencies if an alternative that would use 
this yard site were to be selected as the preferred alternative by the BART Board. 


Biological Resources in the Vicinity and Potential | mpacts 


Wetlands, Vernal Pools, “Waters of the U.S.,” and “Waters of the State.” The Greenville Y ard 
would be a component of Alternatives 1, la, and 1b. As identified in the Draft Program EIR (see page 
3.9-33-44) the BART extension alternatives intersect several “waters of the U.S.,” and the Altamont 
Creek crosses the Greenville Y ard site in an east to west direction, draining from the Altamont Hills. 
Although the Greenville Y ard is not expected to require the entire footprint depicted in Figure 3.9-2c 
of the Draft Program EIR (see page 3.9-7), its construction would most likely result in the 
channelization and culverting of Altamont Creek. Similarly, other wetlands, including vernal pools, 
would need to be filled in order to accommodate use of the Greenville Y ard. As identified in the Draft 
Program EIR (see page 3.9-12, paragraph 2) the Livermore and Pleasanton general area support 
several types of wetlands: freshwater marsh, freshwater seep, northern claypan vernal pool, and alkali 
meadow/alkali sink scrub. The vernal pools potentially occurring within the Greenville Y ard are part 
of the Livermore Vernal Pool Region, in particular the Altamont Hills core area as described in 
paragraph 2 of page 3.9-34 of the Draft Program EIR. The Draft Program EIR (see page 3.9-12, 
paragraph 5) indicates that due to agriculture and urban development, vernal pools are listed as a 
Significant Natural Community by the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and many 
vernal pool-dependent plants and animals are special-status species protected by the State and federal 
government. The potential fill of wetlands, vernal pools, “waters of the U.S.,” and “waters of the 
State” is reported as a potential significant impact in the Draft Program EIR under Impact BIO-1 (see 
pages 3.9-43 through 3.9-49 for Alternatives 1, la, and 1b). In accordance with Mitigation M easure 
BIO-1.1 (see Draft Program EIR page 3.9-51) once a preferred alternative is selected, BART would 
have to conduct a wetland delineation of federal and State jurisdictional wetlands. The delineation of 
federal jurisdictional wetlands would have to be verified by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE). The wetland delineation would help in determining the exact acreage of impacted wetlands. 
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BART would then have to prepare a Wetland Mitigation Plan and obtain all applicable permits which 
would include measures that ensure consistency with no-net-loss of wetlands policy, as provided in 
Mitigation Measures BIO-1.2 and 1.3 (Draft Program EIR pages 3.9-51-52). The plan and permits 
would also include measures for avoidance, minimization, and compensation for wetland impacts. The 
compensation measures could include preservation and/or creation of wetlands at an approved ratio as 
determined by the USACE and RWQCB and as required by a CDFG Streambed Alteration A greement. 


The USFWS and the RWQCB comments suggest that the impacts on wetlands, including vernal pools, 
“waters of the U.S.,” and “waters of the State,” (some of which is also vernal pool fairy shrimp 
critical habitat, as described below) from the development of a Greenville Y ard alternative would be 
significant due to the extent of fill or alteration. BART agrees that this is a significant impact. If the 
BART Board wishes to select an alternative that includes the Greenville Yard as its preferred 
alternative, then further consultation with the resource agencies will be warranted to determine the 
feasibility of mitigating impacts and obtaining requisite permits for development of the site BART 
further acknowledges that, if mitigation is determined to be infeasible based on such consultations, the 
Draft Program EIR may have to be revised and recirculated if the BART Board wishes to select an 
alternative that includes the Greenville Y ard based on overriding considerations. In addition, as part of 
the project-level engineering and environmental review, BART will conduct field surveys and may 
consider other maintenance yard sites as necessary in order to avoid or reduce impacts to wetlands, 
vernal pools, “waters of the U.S.,” and “waters of the State.” 


Special Status Vernal Pool Plants. All of the special status plants identified in Table 3.9-1 of the 
Draft Program EIR (see page 3.9-20) have a moderate or higher likelihood of occurring within the 
study area. Impact BIO-2, beginning on page 3.9-52, paragraph 2 indicates that construction of any of 
the BART extension alternatives could result in the removal of habitats that could support some or all 
of the special-status plant species listed in Table 3.9-1. While all eight special status plants species have 
specific habitat requirements, they all could potentially occur in grassland habitat, which is the habitat 
occurring within the Greenville Y ard area. Additionally, the potential occurrence of vernal pools within 
the Greenville Y ard, as indicated in the San Francisco RWQCB comment letter (see Comment L etter 8 
of this document), would have the greatest impact on special status vernal pool plants if they are found 
to occur there. As such, the loss of habitat for special-status plant species and the loss of the individual 
plant species due to the development of the Greenville Yard would be considered potentially 
significant, as reported in the Draft Program EIR under Impact BIO-2 for Alternatives 1, la, and 1b 
(see Page 3.9-53, paragraphs 2, 3, and 4). BART acknowledges that after the BART Board selects a 
preferred alternative, BART would have to conduct focused surveys for special status plants at the time 
of project-level environmental review, and BART would have to mitigate for the loss of species if they 
were to be found within the selected alignment (as required by Mitigation M easures BIO-2.1, BIO-2.2, 
and BIO-2.3). Although no plants have been found within the Greenville Yard to date, there is 
potentially suitable habitat present within the Greenville Y ard. Therefore, this impact should still be 
considered potentially significant. 


Vernal Pool Invertebrates and Fairy Shrimp Critical Habitat. Three special-status invertebrates, 
vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi), curved-foot hygrotus diving beetle (H ygrotus curvipes), 
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and California linderiella (Linderiella occidentalis), were all found to have a moderate likelihood of 
occurring within the study area, in particular the Greenville Y ard area due to the potential presence of 
wetland habitat (see Table 3.9-1, page 3.9-17, of the Draft Program EIR). As presented in the Draft 
Program EIR (see page 3.9-34, paragraph 2), Critical Habitat Unit 19C was designated on F ebruary 
10, 2006 as critical habitat for vernal pool fairy shrimp. The location of the Critical Habitat Unit 19C 
is depicted in Figure 3.9-3 of the Draft Program EIR (see page 3.9-15). 


Impact BIO-5 in the Draft Program EIR concludes that construction of the Greenville Y ard would 
result in a potentially significant impact on vernal pool invertebrates due to the fill of potential habitat. 
Additionally, Impact BIO-6 concludes that approximately 113 acres of designated critical habitat for the 
vernal pool fairy shrimp would be lost with the development of the Greenville Y ard, accounting for 8 
percent of the critical habitat acreage in Alameda County. The USFWS is responsible to ensure that 
federally-permitted actions (such as the Clean Water Act 404 permit, or projects with federal funding) 
do not change (adversely modify) critical habitat in such a way that it appreciably diminishes the value 
of the habitat for the conservation of the species. 


The USFWS and the RWQCB have commented that the impact on vernal pool fairy shrimp critical 
habitat, from the development of the Greenville Y ard Alternative would be significant due to the extent 
of fill or modification. As discussed above, BART agrees that this is a significant impact on vernal 
pool fairy shrimp critical habitat. Mitigation M easure BIO-5.1 (Draft Program EIR pages 3.9-65 to 66) 
requires BART to conduct surveys and consult with USFWS regarding vernal pool habitat protection, 
to avoid all vernal pool habitat where feasible, and to preserve mitigation acres for any direct or 
indirect impacts if avoidance is infeasible. 


Special Status Amphibians. As described in T able 3.9-1 of the Draft Program EIR (see page 3.9-18), 
two special-status amphibians are known to occur in the area, the California tiger salamander 
(Ambystoma californiense) and the California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii), both of which are 
Federally Threatened. On March 3, 2010, the California Fish and Game Commission listed the 
California tiger salamander as a Threatened species under the California Endangered Species Act. The 
California red-legged frog is a California Species of Special Concern. The Draft Program EIR on 
pages 3.9-26 and 3.9-27 reports that occurrences of both species are known to occur in the area and 
potentially suitable habitat is present north 1-580 and in the eastern part of Livermore. The potentially 
occurring vernal pools and wetlands within the Greenville Y ard could provide suitable aquatic habitat 
for both species. Altamont Creek could provide aquatic habitat for the California red-legged frog. As 
mentioned in the Draft Program EIR on page 3.9-27 in paragraph 2, it is possible that high flow events 
could bring California red-legged frogs downstream from upstream habitat into all of the arroyos and 
creeks along the study area. Furthermore, the grassland habitat within the Greenville Y ard site could 
provide suitable upland habitat for both species. As a result, Impact BIO-4, beginning on page 3.9-58 
notes that construction associated with the Isabel/I-580 Station and the Greenville Y ard could result in 
the permanent fill of wetlands and upland grassland that provide habitat for California tiger salamander 
and California red-legged frog, a potentially significant effect. The USFWS suggested that the impacts 
on the California tiger salamander and the California red-legged frog from the development of the 
Greenville Y ard would be significant due to the removal of aquatic and upland habitat, which is 
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consistent with Impact BIO-4 in the Draft Program EIR. Mitigation Measures BIO-4.1 and BIO-4.2 
require specific surveys for these species within the selected alignment. These surveys would help 
determine the quality of the habitat and the exact amount of affected habitat, which would be less than 
the acreage presented in the Draft Program EIR which conservatively assumes that the entire 
Greenville Yard footprint would be developed. Based on these effects, BART would need to 
implement avoidance measures as well as obtain approval from the USFWS to preserve habitat at an 
USFWS approved ratio at a conservation area within the County. The mitigation measures and the 
process outlined are consistent with the procedures under Sections 7 and 10 of the federal Endangered 
Species Act. As noted above, if an alternative using this yard site were selected as the preferred 
alternative, then during the more detailed project-level engineering and environmental review, BART 
may need to consider alternative yard sites. 


California Red-Legged Frog Critical Habitat. On March 17, 2010, the USFWS published the 
revised designation of critical habitat for the California red-legged frog, see Figure 3-2 below. In total, 
the USFWS designated 1,636,609 acres of critical habitat in 27 California counties. Two of the 
revised critical habitat units occur within the BART to Livermore study area, Unit CCS-2B and Unit 
ALA-2. 


Figure 3.9-3 of the Draft Program EIR (see page 3.9-15) depicts the California red-legged frog critical 
habitat. Figure 3.9-3 has been updated to reflect the USFWS revised designation (see Section 6, 
Revisions to the Draft Program EIR, in this document). Unit ALA-2 is 153,624 acres and is located in 
southwestern Alameda County, south of I-580 at Altamont Pass and extending southeast into San 
Joaquin County and southwest into Santa Clara County near Arroyo Hondo and Calaveras Reservoir. 
Critical Habitat Unit ALA-2 is located approximately 0.25 miles east and uphill of the proposed 
Greenville Station, and it is separated from the station area by the South Bay Aqueduct. As a result, 
Critical Habitat Unit ALA-2 would not be affected by the BART extension alternatives. Unit CCS-2B 
is 44,470 acres and falls within eastern Contra Costa County and northeastern Alameda County north 
of 1-580. The Greenville Y ard and trailtracks for Alternatives 1, la, and 1b would be located within 
Critical Habitat Unit CCS-2B. Approximately, 113 acres of California red-legged frog critical habitat 
(0.25 percent of the habitat located Habitat Unit CCS-2B) are within the Greenville Y ard footprint. 
This acreage conservately assumes the entire Greenville Y ard would be developed; however, not all of 
the Greenville Y ard area would be developed and the actually impacted area would be smaller. 


The USFWS is responsible for ensuring that federally-permitted actions do not adversely modify 
critical habitat in such a way that it appreciably diminishes the value of the habitat for the conservation 
of the species. Adverse modification of critical habitat, resulting from direct or indirect impacts would 
be considered a significant impact. The USFWS has commented that the impacts on California red- 
legged frog critical habitat from the development of the Greenville Y ard would be significant due to the 
extent of modification. BART agrees that this is a significant impact on California red-legged frog 
critical habitat. Mitigation Measure BIO-4.2 (Draft Program EIR page 3.9-62) requires BART to 
perform field surveys, consult with USFWS, implement avoidance measures and ensure that no net loss 
of habitat is achieved. 
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Burrowing Owl. The burrowing owl is known to occur in many habitats where California ground 
squirrels are found, since the owls are dependent upon burrowing mammals, but most notably the 
ground squirrel. Burrowing owls are also Known to occur in urban habitats where they can nest in 
man-made structures, such as culverts, pipes, etc. Several burrowing owl occurrences have been 
documented within the study area, as shown in Figure 3.9-3 of the Draft Program EIR (see page 
3.9-15). Since suitable habitat exists throughout the study area, the burrowing owl could occur within 
any of the footprints for the BART extension alternatives. Accordingly, Impact CI-BIO-3, beginning 
on page 3.16-31 indicates that the construction of the Greenville Y ard would remove grassland habitat 
which is considered suitable burrowing owl foraging habitat and if ground squirrel burrows are present, 
suitable nesting habitat would be removed as well. Disturbance to nesting burrowing owls would be 
considered a potentially significant effect. Mitigation Measure CI-BIO-3.1 (see Draft Program EIR, 
pages 3.16.32-3.9-33) provides mitigation for potential impacts to burrowing owls consistent with 
CDFG requirements. 


Impact R eduction to Less-Than-Significant. The results of the reconnaissance surveys and review of 
existing environmental documentation provided the base information that resulted in a conclusion that 
the impacts to biological resources could be reduced to less than significant with the implementation of 
the mitigation measures as provided in the Draft Program EIR. Additionally, BART could modify the 
plans to avoid sensitive natural resources. Furthermore, once an alternative is selected, focused 
surveys would have to be conducted. These surveys would pinpoint the exact location of sensitive 
natural resources and would help determine the exact acreage of impacts and mitigation necessary to 
compensate for those impacts. The exact acreage of impacts would be less than those presented in the 
Draft Program EIR since those acreages represent the worse-case scenario of disturbance area and 
include a 500-foot “buffer” area on either side of the alignment and around the station and maintenance 
facilities. For these reasons, the Draft Program EIR concluded that it is reasonable to expect at the 
program level that impacts at the Greenville Y ard could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level (see 
Draft Program EIR pages 3.9-51, 3.9-55, 3.9-60, 3.9-65, and 3.9-68). Moreover, the Draft Program 
EIR concludes that cumulative impacts to sensitive biological resources would be potentially significant 
and unavoidable, because no feasible mitigation measures are available to avoid or reduce the 
contribution of the Greenville Y ard site to cumulative impacts to the sensitive biological resources. 
The potentially significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts recognized in the Draft Program EIR 
include impacts to wetlands, waters of the U.S., and waters of the State; vernal pool invertebrates and 
vernal pool fairy shrimp critical habitat; and special status plants and amphibians (see Draft Program 
EIR, pages 3.9-73 to 3.9-74). 


However, the comments of the USFWS and the San Francisco RWQCB suggest that these agencies 
may not permit BART to utilize the Greenville Y ard location, as they have stated their opinion that the 
impacts at the Greenville Y ard site may not be mitigable or may require mitigation so extensive and 
costly as to render the alternatives that include the Greenville Y ard non-viable. If the BART Board 
wishes to select an alternative that includes the Greenville Y ard as its preferred alternative, then further 
consultation with the resource agencies will be warranted to determine the feasibility of mitigating 
impacts and obtaining requisite permits for development of the site. Based on further consultation with 
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the resource agencies, BART may conclude that use of the Greenville Y ard site for maintenance 
activities would be infeasible because no feasible mitigation measures are available to avoid or reduce 
impacts to the sensitive biological resources at the Greenville Yard site. Therefore, BART 
acknowledges that if the BART Board decides to select the Greenville Y ard as part of the preferred 
alternative, BART may have to revise and recirculate the Draft Program EIR to address any 
unmitigable significant impacts to wetlands, particularly vernal pools, vernal pool fairy shrimp critical 
habitat, and California red-legged frog critical habitat within the Greenville Y ard alternative. In any 
case, if a preferred alternative utilizing Greenville Y ard is selected, BART will conduct field surveys 
and may consider other maintenance yard sites in order to avoid or reduce such impacts at the project 
stage. 


MASTER RESPONSE 8: FUNDING THE BART TO LIVERMORE EXTENSION 


The capital cost of extending the BART system to Livermore would range from approximately $1.12 
billion for Alternative 4 — Isabel/I-580, to $3.83 billion for Alternative 2b — Downtown-Vasco via 
1-580 (Y ear 2009). Funding for the extension has not been identified. A full-funding plan for any 
BART extension would need to be developed as part of the project-level environmental process and 
prior to commencement of any construction. Funding would most likely come from a variety of 
federal, State, regional, and local sources. 


As an intermediate step, and once a preferred alternative is selected, approximately $80 to $100 million 
will be available from county and regional sources for transportation agencies to preserve right-of-way 
for a future BART extension of transit service to Livermore. The purpose of this right-of-way 
preservation effort is in essence to ensure that parcels of land that lie within the preferred alignment 
footprint of the rapid transit corridor are not developed or redeveloped for purposes that may preclude 
an extension of BART service to Livermore. 


The Draft Program EIR focused on the environmental tradeoffs of different alternative alignments for 
an extension of BART service to Livermore, and also presented other information on the feasibility of 
the BART extension. A number of commentors suggested that Livermore residents have been 
contributing tax revenue to the BART district for years, and that the Livermore area deserves an 
extension based on the past contributions to the BART district. This Master Response addresses the 
Tri-Valley area’s contributions to the BART system, the uses of those funds, and how BART typically 
funds extension projects. 


Original BART System Plans and Funding 


The original BART system approved by the voters was a three-county, 75-mile-long system (71.5 miles 
of BART, 3.5 miles of Muni Metro tunnel), which was designed to provide rail service in Alameda and 
Contra Costa Counties with three lines: the current Orange and Green lines to Fremont, the current 
Orange and Red lines to Richmond, and the current Y ellow line to Concord. The only committed line 
in the original system plan east of the Berkeley and Hayward hills was the line to Concord in Contra 
Costa County. This was the system plan adopted in 1962 by the BART Board and the Boards of 
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Supervisors of the three member counties, and approved by the voters of the three counties in 1962 in 
Measure A. The pamphlet distributed in support of the Measure A campaign showed dashed lines for 
possible future extensions to the Tri-V alley area and to Pittsburg/A ntioch. 


Residents of San Francisco, Alameda, and Contra Costa Counties have supported the BART system 
with property taxes and sales taxes for over 50 years. Property taxes were first levied in fiscal year 
(FY ) 1959 to fund system planning, construction, and operation, and to pay off future bond measures. 
The use of bridge tolls to construct the Transbay tube was also authorized in 1959. Regional M easure 
A was approved by the voters in 1962, and was a $792 million General Obligation Bond for 
construction of the initial 75-mile system. The state legislature passed a sales tax in the three counties 
in FY 1970 to provide additional funding for system construction, and in FY 1976 sales tax revenues 
began to be used to fund system operating costs. The initial system construction was fully completed 
by 1976. 


The 1959 property tax was retired in 1999, after proceeds paid off the construction bonds. There are 
currently two BART line items on property tax bills today - one is a dedicated assessment for ongoing 
system operations and maintenance, and the second is a General Obligation (G.O.) bond for BART's 
earthquake safety program, as approved by voters in the three BART counties. The one-half cent sales 
tax continues to be collected in the three district counties to fund ongoing operations and system 
maintenance, as fare revenues only cover approximately 60 to 65 percent of annual operating costs. 


Extension Program and Funding 


Beginning in the mid-1980s, BART began planning several extensions to the original system, including 
extensions to Pittsburg/Bay Point, Warm Springs, Dublin/Pleasanton, and SFO International Airport. 
The BART extension to Dublin/Pleasanton was opened in May 1997, and demonstrates BART’s 
commitment to extend rail service beyond the original system into this area of the district. The cost for 
the Dublin/Pleasanton extension was approximately $550 million. More recently, construction has 
proceeded on an infill station at West Dublin at a cost of approximately $80 million. The total capital 
cost to date to bring BART service to the Tri-Valley area is approximately $630 million. The 
extension of service to the Tri-Valley area, as with all BART extensions to the original system, have 
been funded by a mixture of funds, including federal, State, regional, and local grant sources. Overall, 
funds generated through BART’s local sales tax are a small percentage of the funds used on the 
extension projects, generally less than 10 percent. Approximately 50 percent of the funds used to build 
the extensions have come from federal and State sources, with other regional and local funds (generally 
bridge tolls and county-based transportation sales tax funds) making up the balance. The federal and 
State funds are generally available through competitive programs, and often include requirements that 
the projects meet specific performance indicators for ridership, housing density, VMT reduction, etc., 
in order to qualify for the funds. 


Funds for Livermore E xtension 


Funds collected via the property and sales taxes have been used to plan and build the original BART 
system, plan and build the extensions, and operate the system for the past 38 years. There has never 
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been a separate fund collected and set aside for any of the individual BART extensions, including the 
proposed extension to Livermore. Moreover, although the Tri-Valley communities have been paying 
for BART since 1959 through taxes, given the historically low density and rural nature of much of the 
Tri-Valley area, neither property nor sales taxes in the area generated a substantial amount until more 
rapid development began in the 1990s. The extension of service to Dublin/Pleasanton that opened in 
1997 cost an amount substantially greater than the total funds generated by Tri-Valley residents up to 
that time. This does not preclude future investments in the area, it is simply an acknowledgement that 
BART's extensions are not programmed based on a one-for-one accounting of the level of sales tax 
generated in a given area. 


The property and sales tax collected from Livermore would not cover the cost of the BART extension 
beyond Dublin/Pleasanton to Livermore. The range of project costs for the alternatives evaluated in 
the Draft Program EIR is $1.12 billion for the least-costly one-station alternative, up to $3.83 billion 
for the most-costly two-station alternative. In 2000, BART completed an analysis of estimated 
property and sales tax revenues generated by individual communities from 1959 through 1999. At that 
time, the City of Livermore had generated a total of $55 million in nominal value in the 40-year 
period, or $162 million when converted to the present-value dollars at the time the report was 
completed (2000). In projecting revenues since that time up through 2009, the nominal value of the tax 
revenues generated through 2009 is estimated at $126 million, and the present value is estimated at 
$293 million. While substantial, these revenues of $293 million are insufficient by themselves to pay 
for the construction of the Livermore extension, while also supporting the ongoing operation of the 
current system, including the Dublin/Pleasanton service. (Note: tax revenue amounts from 1959 
through 2009 are estimates. ) 
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“nancy alien” To <int ntolivermore.ceg>, arttolivermore.org> 
ali : o@ba ¢, <into@b: org 
01/04/2010 04:27 PM es 


Subject Staples Ranch EIR comments 


Dear Mr. Quint with a copy to Supervisor Haggerty: 


The BART extension to Livermore is a critical component to improving traffic problems along the 580 
corridor. | am an avid BART user and take the bus from my home in Pleasanton to BART, and then 
BART to SF daily, and appreciate the outstanding service you provide. 


| hope that of the alternatives considered, option 1 or 2 (or #4 as a backup) is chosen, 

along the int e to be the most ible solution as it is generally the lowest cost option, 
provides the least amount of noise impact, least amount of visual/community character impact to interior 
neighborhoods in these two cities, and seems to provide the greatest long term flexibility (for parking 
Spaces and potential extension to Tracy and beyond 


41.1 


| 


| am very concerned with any options that provide an aerial bridge along El Charro/near the 
Staples Ranch area for six reasons. | believe key sections of the EIR did not appear to fully 
address the impacts to Pleasanton and would ask for additional detail in these areas. 
¢ Visual compatibility of the aerial tracks from eastern points in Pleasanton (homes at the end 
of Mohr and Stoneridge and future planned developments). 
o | request the final EIR show photos of the aerial structure looking from the homes at 
the end of Mohr and Stoneridge and from the existing recreational walking and biking 
/path along the creek between Stoneridge and El Charro. |t appears that this structure 
would be visible from locations looking north east from Pleasanton. | was disappointed 
that table 3.5.2 did not address this and | believe this was an oversight and would 
request this be mentioned. 
° Also, eon is the aerial prin RS is it aerial across the Chain on Lakes? 


41.2 


a— ——_-88 


—is fete any mercer noise atone for ney mune % mile ie the 
bridge at end of Stoneridge and Mohr ~when a train is passing? It appeared this possibility was 
not fully covered in the EIR assessment and | would ask that it be addressed. 

o Noise impact to planned new developments — including the new park and the 
extended care community at Staples. 
¢ Cost ang Time to market — most of the options which go along El Charro appear to be the 
most expensive and increase miles of track. We need a cost effective solution that can be 
piper tone as soon as dnocere 


41.3 


41.5 I —as an ‘avid ‘cyclist, having a station at the busy isabel/Stanley intersection er additional rain 
traffic noise ds not desirable. If BART was located SP ta the freeway, this would not be an issue. 
. &) 3 isks — although CEQA may no 

explicitly require one to look at future Senieen: it an seems right to fully assess implications 


to this development which is well along in its planning as part of making the best community 
decision. 
o What will the noise impacts of the bridge be; what will the landscape look like from 
various locations in Staples, the senior housing center, the auto center, etc. 
e Eairness — If Livermore chooses to have a station in downtown to support their business 
strategy, | believe any connection to this station should come through Livermore (and not 
Pleasanton). That way, Livermore can make the best business decision understanding the pros 
and cons of the downtown station options. It is not right for Livermore to receive the benefit of a 
downtown station and Pleasanton to receive the downslide of impacting our planned new 


41.6 


41.7 
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41.7 
cont. amen and recreational areas and creating a nuisance to existing neighborhoods near the 
ge. 


Thank you for including Pleasanton in your considerations and for insuring the final EIR includes 
additional clarifications of impacts to East Pleasanton neighborhoods and planned developments at 
Staples. 


Nancy Allen 
1509 Oxsen Street 
Pleasanton, CA 94566 
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Letter 41 Nancy Allen 


41.1 The commentor expresses a preference for alternatives along the 1-580 corridor, since they 
would reduce environmental impacts associated with noise and visual/community character, 
and because of cost and flexibility concerns. Please refer to Table 3.10-10 in the Draft 
Program EIR, which compares the level of noise impacts between the alternatives, and 
shows that Alternatives 1, 3, and 4 would have the least noise impact to sensitive receptors 
as these alternatives would not result in potentially significant impacts to any receptors. 
Please also refer to Tables 3.5-1 and 3.5-2, which provide a comparison of visual impacts 
among alternatives and show that only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 would result in less-than- 
significant visual compatibility impacts. The BART Board of Directors will consider the 
merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred 
alternative. 


41.2 As explained in Section 3.5, Visual Quality, of the Draft Program EIR, the standards of 
significance for determining visual impacts are based on CEQA Guidelines and 
professional judgment (page 3.5-14, paragraph 4). According to CEQA, a significant 
impact related to view obstruction would occur in the event of a “substantial adverse effect 
on an important view or scenic vista that is normally experienced by large numbers of 
people” (page 3.5-14, second bullet point). Adverse affects on views from private 
property, such as homes in eastern Pleasanton, are not considered significant impacts under 
CEQA. 


In assessing potential view impacts to and within the study area, BART focused on views 
that are experienced by the greatest number of people and with the greatest potential to be 
impacted by the potential alignments. BART followed an analytical methodology that 
included field investigations, photosimulations, assessment of adopted local policies 
regarding designated view corridors, and professional judgment to identify key vantage 
points for the analysis. As noted on page 3.5-15, paragraph 3, each of these vantage points 
represents a perspective looking directly at what would be a segment of the alternative 
alignment from a principal viewer group. Views from the area between Stoneridge Drive 
and El Charro Road in eastern Pleasanton were not analyzed because the total number of 
viewers from the area is relatively small, compared to those from selected vantage points 
such as I-580 or Downtown Livermore. 


As noted in this comment, the aerial structure would also be visible to the northeast from 
the existing recreational, pedestrian, and bicycle path along Arroyo Mocho, between 
Stoneridge Drive and El Charro Road. Although the aerial structure would be a prominent 
visual feature, visibility from the recreational path is not considered a significant visual 
impact for two reasons. First, the trail is not located within a City-designated scenic vista 
or route, as shown in Figure 3.5-8 of the Draft Program EIR (page 3.5-12). In addition, as 
explained in M aster Response 4 of this document, long-range views from this trail would 
be largely maintained because the spacing of the columns that would support an aerial 
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guideway and the height of the aerial structure would still allow views under and through 
the elevated facilities. Also stated in Master Response 4, these views would be dominated 
by the buildings, landscaping, and parking lots associated with the commercial components 
of the Staples Ranch development, which is planned for the area immediately north of the 
trail and west of El Charro Road. 


The BART alignments that would follow El Charro Road would cross over the Chain of 
Lakes area in a 3.3-mile continuous aerial structure from the alignment’s departure from 
1-580 just west of El Charro Road, and would follow the existing El Charro Road and 
Quarry Road southeasterly through the Chain of Lakes to its eastward turn adjacent to the 
UPRR rail line paralleling Stanley Boulevard. Master Response 3 regarding the Chain of 
Lakes and Master Response 4 regarding Staples Ranch offer additional information and 
clarification regarding the effects of this portion of several of the BART extension 
alternatives. 


41.3 Impact NO-1 starting on page 3.10-22 of the Draft Program EIR examined impacts to 
residential receptors south of and adjacent to I|-580. Impacts at these residential receptors 
were found to be less than significant. Homes further south would be even less impacted 
by the BART trains because they would be located further from the source of noise. In 
addition, buildings would serve to block the noise as one moves further from the source, 
thereby further reducing noise levels. Noise impacts to receptors at the Staples Ranch site 
are addressed in M aster Response 4 of this document. 


41.4 The primary determining factors for the cost for any of the extension alternatives is length 
of the alignment, alignment type, number of stations, and need for a new yard. Thereisa 
range of costs for all of the alternatives in the program, as shown in Appendix B of the 
Draft Program EIR. The El Charro alternatives have higher costs, principally due to 
longer alignments. The BART Board of Directors also will consider the cost and timing 
for implementation of the program during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


41.5 The Stanley Bike Trail is referenced as an existing bicycle facility on page 3.2-25 of the 
Draft Program EIR. It is also noted in the Draft Program EIR, for Alternatives 3a and 5, 
that impacts to the existing Stanley Boulevard Trail could result from the location of the 
Isabel/Stanley Station bisecting the eastern terminus of the trail, and that this would be 
considered a potentially significant impact (see pages 3.2-152 and 3.2-153). 


Mitigation measures are proposed that would require BART to ensure that existing bicycle 
trail routes be maintained wherever the BART extension would intersect with the trail (see 
Mitigation Measure TR-8.1 on page 3.2-153). Because a detailed plan for the BART 
station has not yet been developed at the Program EIR stage, more specific impacts and 
mitigations cannot be defined at this time, but would be addressed in any future project- 
level EIR. For a discussion of noise in the Isabel/Stanley Boulevard area, see the noise 
impact discussion beginning on page 3.10-43 of the Draft Program EIR. 
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41.6 


41.7 


The comment is correct that CEQA does not require consideration of impacts on future 
development that does not yet exist. However, see Master Response 4 of this document, 
regarding visual and noise impacts to the Staples Ranch site. 


For potential impacts to properties planned for development and recreation in the City of 
Pleasanton, such as Staples Ranch, see Master Response 4. As noted in M aster Response 
4, noise impacts associated with the aerial structure along |-580 could significantly impact 
residents at the senior continuing care community, and as noted in the Draft Program EIR, 
there would be a potentially significant noise impact for existing residents along El Charro 
Road. The mitigation strategies described under Mitigation Measure NO-1.1 on page 
3.10-53 would substantially reduce impacts related to BART train noise; however, 
sufficient information is not available at the program level to conclude with certainty that 
mitigation would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant impact in all circumstances. 
The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during 
the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-258 


June 2010 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 


4 Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 


223 Donner Avenue 
Livermore, CA 94551-4240 
13 October 2009 
Weer b Nrewty Roo 

CA HSRA Direetors and Siaff 

Caltrain Directors and Staff 

BART Dircetors aud Staff 

MIC Commissioners and Staff 


Please agenda (and advise mo when and where) a discussion of Allen's Bay Rail Plan to 
replace MTC's grossly defective “Regional Rail Plan”, 


Basically it would bring BART around the Bay and reaching outwards ifthe voters 
approve a bond issue. Early elements lactude: 


* Forma flve-county cail transit district of the BART and Calirain counties; 
* Plan structures and acquire wider Caltrain right of way for 
© Five tracks from San Bruno to San Jose; 
o Anoff-track maintonance roadway; 
oO Sttions and storage/runaronnd tracks; 
42.1 o Dealnago, cableways, retaining walls, foncing, etc. 
« Plan structures and protect right of way 10 widen Bast Bay freeways 
o [-$80, Hacienda to Greenvillo; 
0 SR-, Pittsburg to Brentwood (partially done); 
© 1-80, El Cerrito del Norte to Crockett. 
* Work with UP to grade carr ire and multi-track Mulford line for HSR/Bullet 
ight. 


trains and “Super-railrond” 


Legislation forming BART in 1957, followed by a $792 million bond issuc in (962,gave 
us the DART we have téday. (The bonds wero paid oft'a decade ago.) Adjusted for 
inflation and the five-county population (six million people), a similar bond issue would 
yield about $16 billion today. 


This plan should appeal to voters in all five countics, groatly inprove public safety and 
air quality, and slash frooway congestion. {t could even bring the 2020 Olympics! 


Qos then 


BART Director (1974-1988) 


Retired SP Engincering/Operations 
(925) 449-1387 
ce Caltrans District 4 
UP RR Roseville 
Bay Area Legislators 
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Allen's Bay Rall Plan 
7 September 2009 
Robert $, Allen (925) 449-1387 
223 Douner Avenue 
Livermore, CA 94551-9240 


Six million people in the five large Bay Area counties* need better rail transit, BART. 
Caltrain, ACE and Capcor each serve spccifle markets well. Together they could do 
much better for the region, like BART arouid the Bay and over the Altamont 


thave long urgod legistators to form a five-county* Bay Rail district = like they did for 
BART in 1957. Come up with a plan to work with BART, Calicain, freight railroads, 
MTC, Calirans, nnd High Speed Rail for crossing-free rail lines, including: 
* \ widened (S-track) grade sopsrated, secure Caltrain trackway: 

* 2itracks for commute trains; 

© 2 tracks for bulletHSR trains; 

® | conventional freight main track. 
# Widen freeway medians for at grado BART to the Altamont, Brentwood, and Crockett. 
* Convert Caltrain comnwite to BART south from Millbrao and to Muni north (via SFO). 
* Grade separate and widen Kast Bay Mulford tine, San Jose to Oakland for Bullet/HSR 
¢ BART over the Altamont to Mountain (fouse, Tracy, Lathrop, and Manteca HSR. 
# Possibly a new SFO-OAK Trans-Bay tube (HSR or BART). 
* BART subway, Civic Center to the Presidio and Golden Gate Bridge in SF, 
* A Magnolia intormadal station in Oakland with a HART West Oakland bypass. 
* Possibly a new Port Costa-Benivia tubs for HSR. 


Why do { stress BART? 
¢ Dependable; Congestion-free and 95% on tiaw (within five minutes of schedule)} 
Frequent: ‘Typically four trains per hour on each route, 
Labar-efficiont: Automatic fare collection; one operator trains. 
Enviroment: Smiog-freo;, quict electric power, 
Comfortable: Up to $20 wide, cushioned seats per train. 
Safe: 37 years with mo fatal passenger accidents; no grade crossings. 
Plotfornis: Fare paid, for quick, easy boarding, including bikes and wheelchairs 
Access: BART alecady serves city core high rise and major trattic generators. 


Adjusted for inflation and population, a bond issue like BART's in 1962 (paid off'a 
decade ayo) would raise about $16 billion. Develop a plan and let the peapie vote on 
funding BART extensions, around the Bay, anid to our neighbors. 


7): - 
dad? % Aken, 
Robest S. Allen 
(925) 449-}387 
HART Director (1974-1988) 
Retired SP Enyincering/Operaions 


* Santa Clira, \lanteda, Content Cova San Feinvisen San Vito 
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Peninsula Rail Elements 
Robert S. Allen -- (925) 449-1387 ~ Rv. 12 October 2009 
South from San Bruno: 


Five-track grado separated trainway 
West two tracks: for commute operations. 
Allows Island platform stations for commute trains; 
East of commute: two Bullel/HSR tracks. 
Keeps commute and I1SR/Dullet opertions separate; 
East side track: conventional freight track. Occasional drill on west side. 
Most rail-served industry is on the cast (water) side. 


Convert Calirain local commute to BART. 
BART lypically nuns at least four trains each way every hour. 
Automatic fare collection. 
Ono operator per train, 
Easy boarding, even for wheelchairs and bloyoles, 
Comfortable; up to $20 wide. padded seats per train. 
Tunnel and train box in San Francisco much smaller and loss costly. 
Key to BART around tho Day, 

42.3 Four downtown SF stations for commuters, 

Shorter, loss costly tunnel in San Jose. (San Fernando St. subway?) 
BART over US 101 in San Jose ~ a dramatic BART signature; 
Alternate (rans-Bay BART if trouble in trans-Bay tube. 
One-seat ride for most passengers. 
Lower overhead clearance (13.5' ATR) ovor western two tracks. 


Include HSR station at Santa Clara (for SIC airport rail) 
HSR would link SFO and SIC aleport rail, nnd lator SIC with OAK. 
HSR ultimately to airport rail at all major Bay airports. 


North from San Bruno: 


Simitar to South, but SF Muni instead of BART, 
Consider SFO airport rail to « San Bro BART/Bulle/HSR/Muni intermodal. 
No commute trains into downtown San Francisco, HSR/Bullet trains only. 


Governance: 


Form a five-county rail district ASAP to promote these and other projects. 
(Santa Clara, Alameda, Contra Costa, San Francisco, and San Mateo Countios) 
‘These counties have 6 million residents and could support bond Anancing. 
See also my 7 Septeniber 2009 “Bay Rail Plan”. 
5 
EL Se Ae 

Robert S. Allen 

(925) 449-1387 

HART Dina tag 1 O74 GORRY 

Reured, SP Engueerngy Upentions 


BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-261 


June 2010 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4 Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 


223 Donner Avenue 
Livennoro, CA 94551-4240 


10 July 2009 
BART to Livermore PAC 


The city’s Summer Newsletter, Issue 20, noted that a Program Environmental Impact 
Report will be available Cor public review this fall. 1 am deeply concerned that the best 
possiblo alignment -- whieh I have championed for years ~ is boing deliberately ignored. 


BART should stay at grado in the 1-580 median to cast af Greenville Rord, ft shoukl then 
curve lett and wader the clovates) westbound 1-580 lanes, and rise onto the former SP 
Altamont line roadbed, An ACI intermodal station would be noth of 1-580 between the 
frooway and the high UP trestle. 


A major parking structure directly accessible frou aru! to 1-580 over the Altamont would 
receive major Ninding from parking foos une the Central Valloy. li would serve freeway- 
oriented buses and tho BART/ACE intermodal station. 


Theo stations on the line would servo three distinct communities: 
¢  IsaboV/SR-84 (West Livermore): In direction and casily accessible for most of 
Livennore. 
* Vasco (Enst |Livennore); Major cmployers and TON (Transil-Oriented 
Development) on BART-owned bund no longer needed! for parking or yard. 
® Altamont inlermodal: Dircet 1-580 accoss for buses and motorists would remove 
hoavy IrafGic from the valley Hoor. 
‘Tho stations could be remotely staffed to reduce costs, ‘Tail treks heyond the station 
wonld be aimed for later extension along the county-owned former SP right of way ond 
Aitamout Pass Road on casy grades to Mountain }louse, ‘Tracy, and the firture High 
Speed Rail spine line wt Lathrop Manteca, ‘The 400°-wide Congressionat Grant rght of 
way looks made to order fora trnin yard and shop, releasing BART lar! on the vulley 
flour for higher use. 


42.4 


Fxcept for the yard, little earth or structural work would bo needed, with BART al grade 
costing on the ordcr of $13 millioninile once the frooway median is widened, Most of 
the lanl required is already in public ownership. 


This alignment should definitely be evaluated in your PEIR, 


NeZht's ANer " 
Robert $. Alten 
BART Director (1974-1988) 
Retired, $P Rngincoring/Operations 
(925) 449-1387 
ce: Dob Vin, City of Livermore 

Cheri Sheets, City of Livennore 

Malcolin Quint, BART 

Californin High Speed Rail Authority 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
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Letter 42 Robert Allen 


42.1 Commentor suggests a comprehensive, Bay Area-wide consolidation of rail systems that 
would merge BART and Caltrain in a five-county transit district. Today, BART provides 
rapid transit service in four counties: San Francisco, Alameda, Contra Costa, and portions 
of San Mateo County. Caltrain provides commuter rail service in San Francisco, San 
Mateo, and Santa Clara Counties. It is possible that at some point in the future a larger 
transit agency could be formed that would merge both BART and Caltrain. Costs to 
combine the two systems into one system could be considerable. Differences in vehicle 
technology (self-propelled electric vehicles versus diesel locomotives), track gauge, grade 
separations, train control, and other challenges in integrating the two systems would all 
need to be considered. Links to other rail service providers, such as the proposed 
Statewide high-speed train system, and the shared trackage with Union Pacific Railroad 
(UPRR) would also need to be addressed. The suggested improvements to the Caltrain 
right-of-way and Caltrans right-of-way are outside the jurisdiction of BART. Any one of 
the commentor’s suggested BART projects would substantially expand the BART system 
and would require an extensive evaluation, which is beyond the scope of this Program EIR 
for the BART to Livermore extension. As the commentor notes, this plan would be an 
alternative to the M etropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) Regional Rail Plan, and 
the request for consideration should be directed to MTC. In addition, any merger of the 
BART District, created by state law and run by an elected Board of Directors, and the 
Caltrain system, run by the multi-agency Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board, would 
have larger economic and political issues and would require a voter-approved ballot 
measure for bond funding and legislative action at the state level. 


42.2 The commentor suggests the merger of BART, Caltrain, Capitol Corridor, and ACE into a 
regional rail transit district and a bond measure to provide rail transit improvements 
throughout the Bay Area. Though a number of the suggested improvements (BART in 
freeway medians, BART over the Altamont Pass, BART subway to Golden Gate Bridge, 
and an Oakland International Airport (OAK) to San Francisco International Airport (SFO) 
BART Transbay tube) are directly related to BART, the other suggested improvements are 
outside the jurisdiction of BART. Any one of the suggested BART projects would 
substantially expand the BART system and would require an extensive evaluation, which is 
beyond the scope of this Program EIR for the BART to Livermore extension. For 
additional discussion of a merger of the rail systems, see Response 42.1. 


42.3 This comment suggests the conversion of Caltrain south of Millbrae to BART and Caltrain 
north of Millbrae to the San Francisco Municipal Railway (MUNI). The area to the south 
is currently outside the three BART District counties and likely would require legislative 
action for an expansion of the District. Also see Responses 42.1 and 42.2. 


42.4 The comment advocates a BART alignment in the median of 1-580 with a terminus station 
north of I-580 along the SPRR and intermediate stations along I-580 at Isabel Avenue and 
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Vasco Road. Variations on station sites around Greenville Road were previously 
considered and rejected as infeasible, and so excluded from further consideration in the 
Draft Program EIR (see page 2-58 of the Draft Program EIR). The commentor’s proposed 
station location north of 1-580 and east of Greenville Road would create a number of 
engineering challenges. There is a significant increase in elevation from Greenville Road 
to the UPRR tracks north of I-580. The UPRR tracks are on a high trestle over Altamont 
Road. Creating a convenient connection to ACE north of 1-580 would be difficult. Also, a 
station north of 1-580 could interfere with Altamont Pass Road. The UPRR tracks are 
much lower on the south side of I-580. The nearby Greenville East Station site (south of 
|-580) offers good levels of accessibility and connectivity as well the potential for transit- 
oriented development, which made it a preferable location. This Greenville East Station 
site was evaluated in the Draft Program EIR. 


Of the three stations suggested in the comment, Isabel/l-580, Vasco Road, and Altamont 
Intermodal, BART included the Isabel/l-580 Station in its Program EIR analysis. The 
Vasco Road site proposed by the commentor is assumed to be along 1-580. A station in 
this general location would duplicate service provided either by the Isabel/I-580 Station or 
a terminus station at Greenville and was not considered in the Draft Program EIR. The 
Altamont Intermodal station (north of 1-580/East of Greenville) was not considered for the 
reasons presented above. Moreover, the topography rises steeply to the east of Greenville 
Road, with a decreasing amount of level land. This decreases the feasibility of placing 
yards and shops in that area, which require substantial level acreage. 


The comment proposes a future BART extension over the Altamont Pass to San J oaquin 
County. This suggestion was explored and rejected by BART during the initial scoping 
period. As explained on page 2-64 of the Draft Program EIR, because San J oaquin County 
is not a part of the original BART District, the county would have to pay the full cost of 
the extension and the cost of impacts to the existing BART system in order for the 
extension to be constructed. The county agencies did not express an interest in altering 
their objectives in order to fund a BART extension. Therefore, a BART extension to San 
Joaquin County was not included in the Program EIR. 


The commentor uses a cost figure of $13 million per mile once the freeway is widened, but 
no substantiation for that figure is presented. Costs estimates for the various alternatives 
were presented in Appendix B of the Draft Program EIR. The total cost estimate for 
Alternative 1 to Greenville with an intermediate station at Isabel/Il-580 is approximately 
$2.92 billion. Construction of the 11.5-mile length of guideway alone (not including 
stations, yard, vehicles, or right-of-way) is estimated to be $490 million, which is 
substantially greater than the per-mile cost used by the commentor. 
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223 Donner Avenue 
Livermore, CA 94551-4240 
12 November 2009 
BART Planning Department 
Attn: Malcolm Quint 
300 Lakeshore Drive 
Oakland, CA 94612 


Re: BART to Livermore DPEIR 


T back Akternative 4, a one-station extension at grade in a widened 1-580 inedian, witha | 43-1 
station near Isabel and tail tracks extending toward Portola. See altached for my reasons 


About 1988 BART bought the 53-acre Gandolfo parcel for a station. Much of the land 

was recently swapped {o allow the Isabel/l-580 interchange. | understand that BART 43,2 
retained land for station parking, ctc,, on both sides of 1-580. There should be enough 

Jand left for a credit toward land to widen 1-580 between Hacienda and Portola, 


I support also acquiring land and programming work to allow a median at-grade route fo 
a future BART line to and east of Greenville Road and a station near the truck scales. | 43-3 
(The existing truck scales could serve better at the Altamont crest.) 


East of Greenville Road the EIR should plan a future BART trackway curving left in a 

tunnel under the elevated westbound 1-580 lanes and up to the former SP roadbed. (1 
understand Alameda County now owns the 400-foot-wide Congressional Grant right of | 43.4 
way up lo the Altamont.) A yard, shop, and intermodal station (between 1-580 and the 

high trestle) could lie on the old SP land. Direct 1-580 crest access ramps serving the 

station, together with adequate bus and.parking facilities, should be planned. 


While this plan would not link to ACE now, it would allow for a low-cost connection 

later to whatever Altamont Corridor route is selected. Because that project would be 

basically a new grade-separated and electrified railroad line, it could very well be built’ | 43.5 
and run as a BART extension - somewhat tike the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit line. 

That possibility, running along the former SP and Altamont Pass Road to Mountain 

House and the Central Valley, should be part of the ACE project, 


«* . 
Robert S. Allen 
BART Director (1974-1988) 
(925) 449-1387 
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BART to Livermore Alternatives 


Ranked by Cost 
I Nevewher BOO+] 
Cost, per DPEIR (000,000) 
Alternative # Stations Route Construction Total 
Line 6 Line 11 
4 1 Isabel/1-580 $ 720 $ 1,120 
5 1 Quarry 1,010 1,610 
I 2 Greenville East 1,980 2,920 
2 2 Las Positas 2,080 3,280 
3a 2 Railroad 2,080 3,380 
3 2 Portola 2,360 3,470 
la 2 Downtown via WP 2,450 3,610 
Ib 2 Downtown via SP 2,530 3,650 
2a 2 Downtown/Vasco 2,390 3,800 


Why I favor Alternative 4. 
* By far the least costly alternative; 
* Very little earth or structural work; 
* No “Great Wail”; 
* In direction for all of Livermore, 
* Easily accessible for most of Livermore 
* Easily accessible from travel corridors; 
* Relieves [-580 congestion west of Isabel; 
* Lower fares (BART fares are mileage-based); 43.6 
* Shorter travel time; 
*Easily extended later to Greenville via modified Alternative | 


Modified Alternative |: 
In widened I-580 median at grade to east of Greenville Road, 
Curve left east of Greenville, tunneling under high 1-580 westbound lanes, 
Future station near truck scales (close to both Vasco and Greenville), 
Pointed to Central Valley along former SP and Altamont Pass Road; 
Convert Altamont Corridor plans to BART at low cost. 
TOD and intermodal station north of 1-580 east of Greenville Rd. 


ee. 


. en 
BART Director (1974-1988) 
(925) 449-1387 


223 OCouner Ave. 
Livewmere, CA T45S]- 4240 
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Letter 43 Robert Allen 


43.1 The commentor supports Alternative 4 to Isabel/I-580 and a future extension to Greenville 
Road as a modified Alternative 1 (as explained in the attachment). The BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to 
select a preferred alternative. The modified Alternative 1 would have BART stations at 
locations between Vasco Road and Greenville Road (existing truck scales) and north of 
1-580/east of Greenville Road. The merit of a BART station located north of 1-580 and 
east of Greenville Road is discussed in Response 42.4. 


43.2 There was a land exchange at the future location of the Isabel/I-580 interchange, but the 
land involved was all in the vicinity of the interchange. BART owned land on the south 
side of 1-580. BART exchanged a portion of that property with Caltrans that allowed 
Caltrans to construct the Isabel/I-580 interchange. In return, BART gained land on the 
north side of 1-580. This would allow BART to build a median station with parking and 
access from both north and south of the freeway. 


43.3 The commentor supports a median alignment along 1-580 with a terminus station east of 
Greenville Road and an intermediate station at the site of the existing truck scales, which 
are located midway between Vasco Road and Greenville Road. This is the approximate 
location of the Greenville West station site that was considered but rejected as an 
alternative in the Draft Program EIR. As stated on page 2-62 of the Draft Program EIR, a 
station at this location was rejected because, while the station is within the Urban Growth 
Boundary (UGB) and would be well positioned for transit-oriented development (TOD), it 
would not allow transfers between BART and ACE. The nearby Greenville East Station 
offered similar levels of accessibility and would provide a connection to ACE. An 
intermediate station near the truck scales is considered unnecessary because it would 
duplicate service offered at the terminus station slightly to the east. 


43.4 The topography rises steeply to the east of Greenville Road decreasing the amount of level 
land available for station, yards, and shops, and increasing the engineering required to 
place any facilities in that area. Direct access ramps from the crest of Altamont Pass to the 
area would be very costly and would duplicate the existing freeway 1-580 freeway ramps at 
Greenville Road. 


43.5 The comment suggests a new grade separated BART line over the Altamont Pass to 
communities in San Joaquin County. This suggestion was explored and rejected by BART 
during the initial scoping period. Please see page 2-64 of the Draft Program EIR for 
further discussion. 


43.6 The commentor presents the merits of Alternative 4 and a modified version of Alternative 
1. The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives 
during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. Please see Response 42.4 
regarding a modified version of Alternative 1. 
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223 Donner Avenue 


Livermore, CA 94551-4240 
2 December 2009 
BART Planning Department 
Atin: Malcolm Quint 
300 Lakeshore Drive 
Oakland, CA 94612 


Re: BART to Livermore DPEIR 


This letter supplements my November (2 letter. [ strongly support Alternative 4, a one- 
station extension at grade in a widened 1-580 median, modified to provide a roadway for 
future BART rail at grade in the freeway median to beyond Grecaville Road with 
provision for a station near the present truck scales, That roadway should then curve ina 
tunnel under the elevated westbound 1-580 lanes and ris¢ onto the former SP roadbed 
with a possible future intermodal station, yard, and shop north of 1-580 near the high UP 
restle, The intermodal station would serve ACE so long as it runs on the UP and have 
direct freeway access lanes linked to the 1-580 summit funded by parties other than the 


BART taxpayers. 


Why Alternative 4? 
* By far the least costly; 
* In direction for all of Livermore; 
* Superb freeway access; 
* Lower BART fares 
* No “Great Wail”; 
* Room for ample surface parking; 
* Least noise or visual intrusion; 
* Shorter travel time; 
* No major carih or structural work; 
* Easily extended later to the Altamont; 
* Close to Las Positas College; 
* Land mostly now in public ownership; 
* Easily accessible for bicycles. 


An ACE intermodal, while nice, would not be critical. ACE runs three commute trains 
cach way on weekdays. BART nuns four trains each way every hour. BART over the 
Altamont would likely serve many more people much better and possibly at less cost. 


bah: S CMe, 
Robert 8. Allen 


BART Director (1974-1988) 
Retired, SP Engineering/Operations 


(925) 449-1387 
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Letter 44 Robert Allen 


44.1 


The comment recommends Alternative 4 and a modified version of Alternative 1, with 
stations at between Vasco Road and Greenville Road near the existing truck scales and a 
station, shops, and yard north of 1-580 and east of Greenville Road near the UPRR high 
trestle. Please see Responses 42.4 regarding a terminus station east of Greenville Road and 
43.4 regarding an intermediate station near the truck scales. The comment suggests that 
BART extend service over the Altamont Pass to San Joaquin County without an ACE 
intermodal connection. This suggestion was explored and rejected by BART during the 
initial scoping period. Please see page 2-64 of the Draft Program EIR for further 
discussion. Contrary to the comment, BART considers a connection to ACE to be an 
important program objective, as described on page 1-12 of the Draft Program EIR. 
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223 Douner Avenue 
Livermore, CA 94551-4240 
4 December 2009 
BART Planning Department 
Attn: Malcolm Quint 
300 Lakeshore Drive 
Oakland, CA 94612 


Re: BART to Livermore DPEIR 


Per my letter of December 2, I strongly favor Alternative 4 (Isabel/I-580) with provision 
of roadway to accommodate a modified Alternative 1 as stated in that letter. 

Thanks for the attractive folding handout and its “Summary of Key Impacts”. | would 45.1 
like to address each of those impacts listed for Alternative 4. 


No ACE connection 

ACE now runs on UP track and is studying a possible new line instead. At present 
nobody knows where the probable ACE route or its stations would be. Extending BART 
past Greenville Road (as 1 proposed in my December 2 letter) would provide an ACE 
intermodal station accessible also by direct 1-580 Altamont crest ramps. Better for 
everyone could well be extending BART over the Altamont in liou of the present ACE 


45.2 


aves sidiataio et 
An {sabel/1-580 station would have in-direction travel and superb access for both 
Livermore and freeway motorists. Livermore population and freeway travel - as well as 
track travel on 1-580 - are predicted to increase dramatically in the coming decades. 
Even now freeway congestion is so heavy that ridership estimates are probably very lov 


45.3 


Limited TOD potential due to location of Isabel/I-580 Station in Livermore APA. 
Development oriented to transit (real TOD) would mean inajor surface parking more than 
housing near suburban rai! transit stations, (Bach acre of station land would hold many 
more automobiles - each with at feast one BART rider - than dwelling units, Surface 
parking can more easily be converted to parking structures and high/mid-tise commercial 
than can land encumbered by residential uses. Commuters can drive much farther than 
they can walk to stations.) Livermore's APA restricts pseudo-TOD at Isabel/1-580, 


45.5 


No inaintenance yard. 
‘The future modified Alternative 1 extension | proposed in my December 2 letter includes 
a yard and shop in the former wide SP Congressional Grant right-of-way neac the high 
UP trestle, The Greenville Road yard site could better be used for TOD near an 
intermediate station at the present truck stales, which is close-to the LLNL/Sandia labs, 
ish dite 
Robert S. Allen 
BART Director (1974-1988) 
(92S) 449-1387 


45.6 


Does not identify right-of-way needs for future extension. 45.4 
My choice indicates right of way needs for a modified Alternative | extension 
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Letter 45 Robert Allen 


45.1 


45.2 


45.3 


45.4 


45.5 


45.6 


The following comments refer to a brochure BART provided to participants in public 
meetings that summarized the key impacts of the nine alternatives discussed in the Draft 
Program EIR. 


The comment suggests that BART connect to ACE at an intermodal station north of 1-580 
and east of Greenville Road and/or extend service over the Altamont Pass to San J oaquin 
County in lieu of ACE service. A connection to ACE is an important objective of the 
BART to Livermore extension. BART assumes that future ACE routes would be in the 
existing rail corridor through Livermore, consistent with the Regional Rail Plan. Please 
see Responses 42.4 and 44.1 regarding a BART station north of 1-580 and east of 
Greenville Road and further extension of BART over the Altamont Pass. The location of 
the Greenville East Station south of 1-580 offers a better opportunity for intermodal 
connection to ACE. 


As noted in the comment, the Isabel/Il-580 Station would have good access from Livermore 
and the freeway, but as a one-station alternative, it would have the lowest ridership of any 
of the alternatives studied. Projected regional growth and freeway congestion are 
incorporated into the ridership estimates. Please see Master Response 2 regarding the 
ridership modeling methodology. 


As stated in the BART public meeting brochure provided by BART, selection of 
Alternative 4 — Isabel/I-580, which extends only as far as Isabel Avenue, as the preferred 
alternative would not identify any right-of-way east of Isabel Avenue for a future 
extension, one of the goals of the Draft Program EIR. The commentor’s modified 
Alternative 1 was not studied in the Draft Program EIR, and therefore would not provide 
the basis for right-of-way acquisition. Please see Response 42. 4. 


As discussed in the Draft Program EIR, page 3.3-40, the Airport Protection Area for 
Livermore Municipal Airport extends around the Isabel/l-580 Station site, reducing 
potential for TOD development. Developing large surface parking lots in lieu of housing 
near suburban stations is not considered “transit oriented development.” As noted in the 
comment, parking lots can later be converted to parking structures or commercial 
development. However, TOD is valued around station sites because it creates a community 
(both commercial and residential) that can use the station without resorting to station access 
by automobile, and patronage is not limited by parking capacity. 


See Response 42.4 regarding a yard and shop near the high UPRR trestle. See Response 
43.4 regarding a station near the existing truck scales. As described in M aster Response 7 
and the responses to Comment Letter 1 from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, BART’s 
Greenville Y ard site north of 1-580 has substantial biological issues that could significantly 
restrict its use for TOD. 
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223 Donner Avenue 
Livermore, CA 94551-4240 
10 December 2009 
BART Planning Department 
Attn: Malcolm Quint 
300 Lakeshore Drive 
Oakland, CA 94612 


Re: BART to Livermore DPEIR and TOD 


MTC Resolution 3434 (TOD policy) applies to physical transit extensions listed in Table 1. 
It does not appear to apply to BART to Livermore, 


Even if it did apply, BART to Livermore Alternative 4 has no yard and little earthwork or 
structure cost, thus being much less capital intensive than most BART lines. The Housing 
Thresholds criterium in Table 3 would seem excessive. 


Pe 
l 46.2 
The same reason extensions for single station extensions to international airports are 
exempt in Resolution 3434 (housing developinent is infeasible) would apply to BART to 46.3 
Livermore Alternative 4. APA, CARB, and UGB restrictions on new residential land use 
make housing development infeasible. 
| 46.4 
l 46.5 


Even though Resolution 3434 does not apply, the goal of land use enhancing transit is vital 
Despite Resolution 3434, dwelling units near stations are far less important than ample 
parking. Far more cars (each with at least one transit rider) than dwelling units (which 
need occupant and guest parking) can fit on a given site. Commuters will drive much 
farther than walk, making the station accessible to many more users. Converting surface 
parking later to high density uses and structured parking would be much simpler than 
displacing residents and demolishing their homes. Commercial land uses will generate 
both inbound and outbound transit patronage at the station, 


Count me in support of Alternative 4, a one-station extension to Isabel/580, but with a 
footprint for extending a modified Alternative | to beyond Greenville. 


Robert S. Allen 
BART Director (1974-1988) 
(925) 449-1387 
Yo 
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Letter 46 Robert Allen 


46.1 The comment refers to Table 1 of MTC’s Resolution #3434, which lists transit extension 
projects subject to corridor thresholds for residential development. The resolution was 
adopted in July 2005. Although the BART to Livermore Extension Program is not listed in 
the table at that time, as noted in the body of the resolution, the MTC policy applies to 
“any physical transit extension project with regional discretionary funds, regardless of level 
of funding.” BART intends to comply with the requirements of MTC Resolution #3434 for 
any alternative selected as the preferred alternative. As a source of funds for capital 
transportation projects in the Bay Area, MTC has the ability to set the standards for the 
projects that it funds. 


46.2 As noted in the comment, Alternative 4 — Isabel/l-580 is the least expensive of the 
proposed alternatives. Table 3 of MTCs Resolution #3434 provides the required threshold 
for housing units per extension corridor (average per station area). As a source of funds 
for capital transportation projects in the Bay Area, MTC has the ability to set the standards 
for the projects that it funds. 


46.3 As discussed in the Draft Program EIR, page 5-19, the local Airport Protection Area 
(APA) and Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) constrain additional residential development 
around the Isabel/I-580 Station. In addition, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) 
has recommended that residential development not take place within 500 feet of freeways 
without study of potential air quality and health risks. These factors make it difficult for 
Alternative 4 to meet requirements for TOD. There is no indication that MTC would 
consider a BART station at Isabel/I-580 exempt from MTC Resolution #3434. The BART 
to Livermore extension is not a single station extension to an international airport. 


46.4 Contrary to the comment, BART expects that MTC Resolution #3434 housing requirements 
would apply to the BART to Livermore extension, and agrees that the goal of land use 
enhancing transit is vital. As noted in the comment, parking lots can be converted to 
parking structures or higher density uses. However, developing surface parking lots in lieu 
of dwelling units is not considered “transit oriented development.” TOD can be either 
residential or commercial development but typically is a mix of both. The concept behind 
TOD is not that initial residential development is replaced by commercial development, but 
that the station area is planned for a combination of high-density development that creates a 
self-sustaining urban core. This in turn provides a supply of transit patrons that are not 
auto dependent, and station patronage is not limited to its parking capacity. 


46.5 The commentor supports Alternative 4 and a modified version of Alternative 1. The 
BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the 
final hearing to select a preferred alternative. Please see Response 42.4 regarding the 
modified Alternative 1. 
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Letter 47 


223 Donner Avenue 
Livermore, CA 94551-4240 


15 December 2009 
Pleasanton City Council: 
Re: BART to Livermore DPEIR 


1 uege that you support ~ as I do ~ a one-station BART extension in a widened [-580 
median to an Isabel/-580 station, while preserving the footprint for a future extension in 
a widened I-580 median to beyond Greenville Road, Attached are letters I have written 
to BART explaining why. 


Pleasanton, and further congest often-gridlocked Stanley Blvd. Access to a station there 
would be difficult, and the area near the station would be difficuk to develop (UGB, 
railroad tracks, [sabel espressway, lack of land for community development, gravel pils, 
ete.). As for an ACE intermodal transfer, ACE itself may be relocated, and any 
reasonable match of ACE (thrice a day) and BART (four times an hour) is lacking. 

Far better for BART ultimately to go over the Altamont! 


47.2 


An Isabel/I-580 station would remove Livermore BART commuters from Stanley Blvd 
and Pleasanton streets, as well as 1-580. It would free up parking at the existing Dublin- 
Pleasanton station and is accessed easily from the freeway. 


47.3 


Residential land use is not “Transit-Oriented Development” (TOD). A given site cai 
hold many more automobiles (each with at least one transit rider) than dwelling units 
(and their occupant/guest parking). Commuters can drive, carpool, bike, or bus from 
much further than they can walk. Ample parking greatly extends the service area of a 
subyrban rail transit station. Surface parking can be replaced by parking structures and 
mid- to high-rise commercial more easily than can dense residential. Development at 


| Any extension to Stanley/Tsabel would cost much more, create a"Great Wall” effect in 
| suburban rail stations should be oriented more to surface parking than to dwelling units. 


. : All, 
é 
Xa Allen 
BART Director (1974-1988) 
Retired, SP Engineering/Operations 
(925) 449-1387 
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Letter 47 Robert Allen 


47.1 


47.2 


47.3 


47.4 


For a discussion of the commentor’s proposals related to the one-station BART extension 
and a future extension in the |-580 median to east of Greenville Road, see Response 42.4. 


An extension to a station at Isabel/Stanley would use an aerial alignment from its departure 
from 1-580 through the Chain of Lakes. The aerial structure would allow relatively free 
passage through and around the guideway alignment. As discussed on pages 3.3-50 and 
3.3-51 of the Draft Program EIR, the alignment would traverse an area where the uses are 
either undeveloped (as along El Charro Road) or quarry related. Therefore, the extension 
would not run through or divide an established community. For these reasons, there would 
be no “great wall” effect. For a discussion of the impacts of an alignment through the 
Chain of Lakes area, see Master Response 3. Impacts related to access, traffic, land use, 
and mineral resources at the Isabel/Stanley Station site are discussed in Section 3.2, 
Transportation, Section 3.3, Land Use, and Section 3.7, Geology, respectively, of the 
Draft Program EIR. The commentor is correct that the Altamont Corridor Project is 
evaluating at a variety of future alignments for the ACE train. For the purpose of the 
BART to Livermore Program EIR, BART assumes that, consistent with the Regional Rail 
Plan, the ACE train will continue to run in the existing railroad corridor through 
Livermore and an intermodal station at Isabel/Stanley is possible. 


The effects of an Isabel/I-580 Station noted by the commentor are taken into account in the 
traffic and parking analysis of the Draft Program EIR. For a discussion of station-related 
traffic in Pleasanton and on 1-580, see Section 3.2, Transportation, of the Draft Program 
EIR. For a discussion of parking impacts at the Dublin/Pleasanton Station, see the parking 
discussion that begins on page 3. 2-138 of the Draft Program EIR. 


Contrary to the comment, development of surface parking at suburban rail stations is not 
“transit-oriented development.” See Response 46.4 for a definition of transit-oriented 
development. 
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223 Donner Avenue 
Livermore, CA 94551-4240 
9 January 2010 
BART Planning Department 
Attn: Malcolm Quint 
300 Lakeshore Drive 
Oakland, CA 94612 


Re BART to Livermore DPEIR and TOD 


As before, I back a modified Alternative 4 (Isabel/1-580). The mod would preserve a footprint for future 

extension in the 1-580 median (like Alternative 1), but to beyond Greenville Road. East of Greenville, it would | 48-1 
dive through the elevated 1-580 westbound lanes onto the old SP Tracy line roadbed. That extension could ver: 

well support {wo stations - one near Vasco and an intermodal north of 1-580 - plus a yard and shop there. 


ACE: 

A BART/ACE intermodal station might better be at Shinn, where BART crosses over ACE. With BART being 
extended to the Silicon Valley and the limited value of any connection (ACE nuns three trains each way every | 48.2 
Day and BART four trains every hour), there appears to be little justification for an intermodal. If there were 

really any justification for such an intermodal, it would have been built at Shinn long ago 


A better (and probably less costly) way to serve the Contra! Valley would be to extend BART over the 

Altamont along the old SP and Altamont Pass Road to Mountain House, Tracy, Banta, Lathrop, and Manteca 
Aoney planned for the tong tunnel and structures for a new ACE electrified line could well be better spent a 

wich a BART line.) 

Noise: 

Noise from operating, on tangent at-grade track in the freeway median under my proposal would affect few 

people, What BART noise exists would be masked by the freeway noise. (Wait a few minutes on the 

Dublin/Pleasanton station platform and you'll see what | mean! You can hardly hear the speaker 

announcements.) Noise from trains on aerial structures ~ especially wheel squeal on curves - would severely 

impact neighbors, We all know how deafening noise is on BART trains in tunnels. 


Laches; 

Early DPX plans called for BART along the railroads through Pleasanton and Livermore. Pleasanton decides , 
decades ago that BART belonged along 1-580, where it lies today, An MTC grant let Livermore buy the 

“Brickyard” for a downtown station, On March 10, 1986 the Livermore City Council voted 5-0"TO 48.5 
SUPPORT A FREEWAY ORIENTATION FOR THE BART LINE”. The city sold the Brickyard, with the 

proceeds required to go to public transportation. I understand that that money helped BART fund purchase of 

station and yard sites along the freeway corridor. For the intervening 26 years that city decision guided BART 
planning, and major decisions have been made by both public agencies and the public at large. 


Robert S. Allen 

(925) 449-1387 

BART Director (1974-1988 
Retired, SP Engineering/Operations 
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Letter 48 Robert Allen 


48.1 


48.2 


48.3 


48.4 


48.5 


See Response 42.4 of this document. 


BART is proposing an intermodal station as part of the BART to Livermore extension, 
because it would expand the geographic range for both ACE and BART patrons and allow 
them to reach destinations that now are not available to them. Ultimately, this intermodal 
connection could increase ridership on both BART and ACE. An intermodal station at 
Shinn, where BART crosses over ACE in Fremont, would not serve most riders. ACE 
riders traveling south to Silicon Valley would gain no advantage transferring from 
southbound ACE to southbound BART, and it would be off-direction for ACE riders 
desiring to travel north on BART, creating a longer trip. For a similar reason, it would 
create longer trips for BART riders desiring to travel the opposite direction to Livermore 
or the Central V alley. 


See Response 43.5 of this document regarding a BART extension to the San Joaquin 
Valley. 


Noise from BART operations, including trains on aerial structures, is evaluated in Section 
3.10, Noise and Vibration, of the Draft Program EIR. BART acknowledges that noise 
from operations could be a significant and unavoidable impact. A number of mitigation 
measures have been included in Section 3.10 of the Draft Program EIR to reduce potential 
noise impacts. However, sufficient information is not available at the program level to 
conclude with certainty that mitigation would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant 
impact in all circumstances. As noted in the comment, a median alignment along 1-580 
would have fewer noise impacts on sensitive receptors. 


BART currently owns property in the vicinity of |-580/Isabel A venue and north of !-580 at 
Greenville Road. The funds for those property acquisitions came from a legal settlement in 
the early 1980s with one of the original BART contractors and not from MTC or 
Livermore as suggested in the comment. BART established an advanced right-of-way 
acquisition program with the funds from the settlement and began investigating future 
station sites, ultimately purchasing a number of sites, including the Isabel/l-580 and 
Greenville Road Station sites. Any purchase and subsequent sale of the “Brickyard” in 
Livermore was conducted independent of BART and has no bearing on the purchase of the 
BART properties. 
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223 Donner Avenue 
Livermore, CA 94551-4240 


TS January 2010 


-$80). The mod would preserve s footprint for future 49.1 


dive through tho 


10 the old SP Tracy line roadbed. That extension could ven, 
well support (wo stati 


intermodal north of 1-580 — plus « yard and shop there, 


l especially oppose 
* It is out of directi 
* itis far out of dir 
gtowth boundary and Is quarried. 

a urban growth boundary. See Figure 3.3-4. 

Livermore Airport Protection Area, 49.2 
NE quadrant inaccessible except by automobile, 

* The UP and oxprdssway greatly restrict non ailo access from the SE quadrant. 


By contrast, the Isapel/I-580 site has excellent in/dicection access from all parts of Livermore aod from we 


Central Valley. is ample room for su perking — the ideal TOD for suburban rail stations. (Dense, | 49.3 
residential use js nt TOD!) BART could remaih neerly tangent and at grado in the freeway median to 
Greenville Road anti onto the former SP, with minimal cacth or structure work, and with no wheel squeal ang 
noise masked by ay traffic bo : : : \ 
Robert S. Allon . 
(925) 449-1387 
BART Director (1974-1988 
Retired, SP Engineesing/Operations 
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223 Donner Avenue 
Livermore, CA $4551 
22 January 2010 


Joan Chaplick] Progr 


Manager j 
MIG | 


Re comment gard of January 21 Community fiaating at Livermore Shrine Center 
History 
The Livermore City Council on March 10, 1986, voted 5-0 to support a freeway orlentation for tha BAR} 
line. They sotp the 1)-acra Brickyard that had bedn bought with o transportation grant for a station site 
Indowntown|Livermbre. BART then bought the 53-acre Gandolfo property on Alrway Blvd. near Isabel 
for an |-580 Wast tlvecmorse station. The site was\many times the size of any other BART station site, but, 
for tha naw Isabel/I-580 Intercharige into public ownership. BART also acquired Jand for 


ACE now rund on UP (formerly WP) tracks over the Altamont, through the Vallay, and down Niles 
Canyon. Its gentle grade was designed for freight trains, and ACE trains are frequently delayed for UP 
frelght. ACE fs consipering a new line of Its with major High Speed Rall funding. Early studies show 
that, though shortest it will cequize long and postly tunnels and a new alignment through Livermore and 
Pleasanton. With BART being extended to the Silicon Valley, an obvious alternative over the Altamont is} 
to extand BART along the former SP beyond Grednville Road toward Mountaln House, Tracy, Banta, 
Lathrop, and Manteta. This BART extension, withian HSA intermodal at Manteca, would serve many 
more people far better - and probably at las$ cost — than the new ACE line being considered. 


Even If ACE ignores {he concept of replacing Hs commute service with BART, the locatton of Its new IIne 
would requinb changing of ACE/BART Inter: lodal stations. That decision should be made later ~ after 
ACE decides 6n its fyture, That is one reason for extending BART now along 1-580 Just to the Isabel 
Interchange. 


Cost 
The cost of extending BART In a widened 1-SBO median Just ta Isabel is about one third or less than the 
cost throughWowntpwn. Almost no costly structiire or earth work Is raquired, BART nolse is minimal, 
and mostly njasked by nolse from the freewby. ‘Right of way costs are minimal, {I have asked BART to 
include a BART footprint to east of Greenvill Road in their estimate.) 
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\ 
TOQ 
Development driented to transit should ob surface parking near the statlon and minimize dense 
residential. Agattractlons near the station develop, fand will be available and parking structures can 
surface parking. me will be no need to demallsh residential uses. The station 
r community than Just fhe walkable araa. Until pezsonal helicopters come about, 


le cleejas are unrealistic for i" purposes. 


replace portions of t 
will serve a much lar 
the % and 4 


Stations 
An Isabel/l-58) statiqn is In direction for nearly all Livermore BART users. | strongly suggest another 
station near tie truck scales as was orlginally|pianned. This would serve eastern Livermore's 
employment dentersiwell, Further extension linder the elevated westbound [+580 lanas to the former! 
$P roadbed, ah ACE intermodal station, yard, end shop would came after ACE decides on wheather 
Altamont rail $hould je commute or transit. Operating costs for the statlans could be cut by designing 
them far remote staffing (R35), 


-580 wl 

Critical to any BART gxtension to Livermore I$ widening 1-580, Praparty acquisition and structura 
designs allowing BAHT In the median should ¢ome ASAP. The City of Livermora has made agreat stort| 
by setting plan linasJAcquiring the property ¢omes next. [have suggested that Caltrans plan naw very} 
heavy duty trick lanbs Just outside the existlng truck lanes, resurface the axisting truck ianas, and 
convert the Inside lahes to median for BART, HOV lanes, atc, This might bring new funding from bonds 


Form a five-chunty fplt distelct effectively marging BART snd Caltrain. That would allow BART arouna che’ 
Bay, to Livermore, 8fentwaod, Crockett, and! tha Golden Gate Bridge, as well as East Bay bullet trains. 
Adjusted for population and inflation, @ bala cad-bond Issue like BART's in 1962 (paid off a decade ago) 
would ralse apout $16 billion. Let tha votersjdecidal 


Robert §, Alten 

BART Director (1974-4988) 

Retirad SP Engineering/Operatlons 
; (925) 449-1387 
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BART to Livermore Alternatives 
Ranked by Cost 


Nt] Navenher ROC 


Cost, per DPEIR (000,000) 


Alternatiye # Stations oute Construction Total 
i Line 6 Line 11 
4 1 Isabel/I}580- $ 720 $ 1,120 
5 1 Quarry "1010 1,610 
1 2 scene Enst 1,980 2,920 
2 2 Las Posias 2,080 3,280 
! 
3a 2 Railroa 2,080 3,380 
3 2 Portola 2,360 3,470 
la 2 Downtown via WP 2,450 3,610 
ib 2 Downtown via SP 2,530 3,650 
28 2 Downtopn/ Vasco 2,390 3,800 
Why | favor Alternative 4. 
* By farkhe least costly alternative: 
* Very little earth or structural Work; 
* No “Great Wall”; 
* In direction for all of Livermore; 
* Easily hecessible for most of Livermore 
* Easily accessible from travel porddors, 
* Relieves 1-580 congestion wast of Isabel; 
* Lower |feres (BART fares are mileage-based); 
* Shorter travel time; 
*Hasily dxtended later to Greenville via modified Alternative } 
Modified Alternptive 1: 
Injwidened 1-580 median at grade to cast of Greenville Road; 
Curve left east of Greenville, tunneling under high 1-580 westbound lanes; 
Fuhure sthtion near truck scales|(close to both Vasco and Greenville); 
Pginted ip Central Valley along former SP and Altamont Pass Road; 
Cadnvert Altamont Corridor plahs to BART at low cost. 
TOD and intermodal station nofth of 1-580 east of Greenville Rd. 
Roeenk | 
BART Director (1974-1988) 
(925) 449.1387 
AR? Douner Ave. 
Liveavmene, CA FTASS|- A240 
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Letter 49 Robert Allen 


49.1 Regarding Alternative 4 combined with a modified Alternative 1, see Response 42.4 of this 
document. 

49.2 The comment relates to the access, transportation, and land uses constraints at the proposed 
station at Isabel/Stanley. Access and transportation are discussed in Section 3.2 of the 
Draft Program EIR, and land use is discussed in Section 3.3 of the Draft Program EIR. 

49.3 The comment supports Alternative 4. See Response 46.4 regarding transit-oriented 
development at station sites. 
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223 Donner Avenve 
Uvermore, CA 9455) 
22 January 2010 


d of January 21 Community ng st Uvermore Shrine Center 


The tlvermoré City Council on March 10, 1988, voted 5-0 to support a freeway orientation for the BAR) 
line. They the i)-acre Brickyard that hal beén bought with o transportation grant for a station site 
@. BART then bought {he 93-sera Gandolfo property on Alrway Blvd. nearisabel | 50.1 
¢more station. The siteywas many times the size of any other BART station site, but, 
2 naw Isabel/I-580 Intercharige into public ownership. BART also acquired land for 
ds and for @ train yard near Greenville Road. 


the Alternont, through the Valley, and down Niles 

ght trains, and ACE trains are frequently delayed for UP 

with major High Speed Rall funding, Early studies show 

ter} It will require long and kostly tunnels and a new alignment through Livermore ond 50.2 
@ Silicon Valley, an obvious alternative over the Altamont Is 

ville Road toward Mountain House, Tracy, Bante, 


Even tf ACE [dnores the concept of replacing Hs commute service with BART, the location of Its new line 
would require changing of ACE/BART Inter: stations. That decision should be made later — after 50.3 
€. That is one reason for extending BART now along |-S80 just to the Isabel 
BART in a widened |-5B0 median just to Isabel is about one third or less than the 
. Almost no costly lure or earth work Is required. BART nolseis minimal, | so 4 
asked by nolse from the freewhy. Right of way costs are minimal. (I have asked SART to 
Int to east of Greenvill Rodd in their estimate.) 
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KEM GUNN 


100 
Development erientep to transit should maximize surface parking naar the station and minimize _ 
residential, Agatteactions near the station develop, land will be available and parking structures a 50.5 
replace por surface parking. Theeg will be no need to demolish cesidential uses. The pra 
will serve a community than Just the walkable area. Until personal helicopters come about, 
the Kand 4 s are unrealistic for planning purposes 
Stations 
An Isabel/t-5 is In direction for nearly all Livermore BART users. I strongly “—r another 
station near the truck scales a5 was originally ned. This would serve castern Uvecmores ; a 
mployment denters|wall. Further extensionjunder the elevated westbound [580 lanas to the former! A 
ACE Ihtermodal station, yard,'end shop would come after ACE dacides on wheather 
jd be commute or transit. rating costs for the stations could be cut by designing 
Ing (RSS). 
xtension to Livermore If wiclening 1-580. Property acquisition and structure ‘ 
designs allowing in the median should tome ASAP, The City of Livermore has made a great a 50.7 
by setting lines.Acquiting the property ¢omes next, | have suggested that Caltrans plan new ver 
heavy duty trick lanps just outside the existing truck fanes, cosurface the axisting truck lanes, and 
convert the Idside fahes to median for BART, MOV lanes, etc. This might bring new funding from bonds 
voted for tr $. 
Governance 
Form a five-chunty epll district effectively marging BART and Caltrain. That would allow BART arouno in 
Bay, to Livecrpora, Bfentwood, Crockett, an tha Goldon Gate Sridge, as well as Eost Bay bullet trains. 50.8 
Adjusted for lation and Inflation, 2 bala bond Issue like BART’s (n 1962 (paid off a decade ago) 
would rals# about $16 billion. Let the votersdecidal 
Robert S. Allen 
BART Director (1974-1988) 
Netirad $P Engineering/Opcrations 
(925) 449-1387 
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BART to Livermore Alternatives 
Ranked by Cost 


Nevewher BOG 


81/24/2818 23: 22 


Cost, per DPEIR (000,000) 
Alternative # | Stations ute ‘onstruction Total 
Line 6 Line 1] 

4 1 Isabel/1}580 $ 720 $ 1,120 
5 \ Quarry "L010 1,610 
1 2 Oreenif Ens 1,980 2,920 
2 2 Las al 2,080 3,280 
Ja 2s Reifrow 2,080 3,380 
3 2 Portola 2,360 3,470 
la 2 Downtown via WP 2,450 3,610 
1b 2 Downtown via SP 2,530 3,650 
2a 2 Downtopn/ Vasco 2,390 3,800 


travel time; 50.9 
tended later to Gr (lo via modified Alternstive } 
Modified tive J 
1-580 median at to cast of Greenville Road; 
east of Greenville, tinneling under high 1-580 westbound lanes; 
near truck scalesi(close to both Vasco and Greenville); 
Pointed th Central Valley along former SP and Altamont Pass Road; 
Canvert Altamont Corridor plafs to BART at low cost. 
intermodal station of 1-580 east of Grecnvilic Rd. 
Reon. en 
BART Director (1974-1988) 
(925) 449-1387 
22% Oouner Ave. 
Livaverene, CA TASSI-A240 
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Letter 50 Robert Allen 
50.1 Please see Response 48.5 of this document regarding the “Brickyard” and BART property. 


50.2 The Altamont Corridor Project is evaluating a variety of future alignments for the ACE 
train. For the purpose of the BART to Livermore Program EIR, BART assumes that, 
consistent with the Regional Rail Plan, the ACE train will continue to run in the existing 
railroad corridor through Livermore, and an intermodal station will be possible along the 
existing UPRR right-of-way. See Response 43.5 regarding BART extensions to San 
Joaquin County. 


50.3 See Response 50.2 of this document regarding a change in ACE alignment. 


50.4 The comment is correct that the cost of Alternative 4 (Isabel/I-580) is less than the 
alternatives with downtown stations and right-of-way is also less, principally because 
Alternative 4 has a shorter alignment and only one station. BART cost estimates, which 
are included as Appendix B in the Draft Program EIR, include the cost of stations adjacent 
to the east side of Greenville Road (Alternatives 1, 1a, and 1b). These cost estimates do 
not include a station north of I-580 and east of Greenville Road as recommended by the 
commentor; please see Response 42.4 regarding the issues for that station location. The 
comment is correct that there are fewer noise impacts for an alignment in the median of 
1-580. 


50.5 One-half mile from a transit station is the distance typically used as the limit for patrons to 
walk to the station and is also considered the approximate boundary for transit-oriented 
development (TOD). The development of a walking-oriented community around a station 
does not preclude patrons with autos from using the station, but it emphasizes the 
development of higher density development that generates more transit riders. See 
Response 47.4 regarding TOD at stations. 


50.6 See Responses 42.4 and 43.4 regarding a terminus station east of Greenville Road and an 
intermediate station between V asco Road and Greenville Road (truck scales), respectively. 


50.7 One of the purposes of the Program EIR is to allow the BART Board to select a preferred 
alternative. This decision would allow the acquisition of property to protect the future 
BART alignment. If a freeway alternative were selected, BART would work with Caltrans 
on the acquisition of property and reconstruction of the freeway to prepare for a BART 
alignment in the median. 


50.8 Please see Response 42.1 of this document. 


50.9 The commentor presents the merits of Alternative 4 and a modified version of Alternative 
1. Please see Responses 42.4 and 43.4 of this document. 
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Maheshus Qa 
Whurere, charges F wwe 
Sse yr yo {ne dey 223 Donner Avanua 
Weh~. t Livermore, CA 94551 
‘ R- 26 Januory 2010 


BART Board of Difecto: 


Re BART to fivermdre OPEIR 
The comment peftod fod this OPEIR closed at S pm Janusry 22. Less than two hours later the City of Livermore 51.1 
held an extended “Community Meeting” on the project. It ls apparently too late to submit comments for the 
OPEIR, but you be voting on the program, I hope you will consider: 
History ¥ = 
BARY for many yeers planned to follow the rallrgads through downtown Livermore. Nearly 25 years ago = Or 
March 10, 1986 -|the Uvermore City Council 5-D Instead “to support a freeway orientation for the BART 
line”. They sold {he 11-pcre Brickyard that had Heen bought with a transportation grant for a station site In 51.2 
downtown Livermore. SART then bought the 5-acre Gandolfo property on Alrway Blvd, near Isabel for an sad 
West Livermore tation! (The site was mary the size af any other SART station site, but It brought land fe 
the new lsmbel/14580 Interchange Into public ownership.) BART also acquired lend for an East Livermore statiory 
site near the truck scaled and for a train yard Greenville Roed. Caltrans has spent lerge sums on 
interchanges m m compatible with in the median, The die Is cast. 
Altamont Rail 
ACE now runs oUP (fotmerly WP) tracks over the Altamont, through the Valley, and down Nibes Canyon. Its 
gentle grade wag desigried for freight trains, eng ACE trains are frequently delayed for UP freight. ACE ls 
considering a new line df its own with major High Speed Rall funding. The new line would likely require long and 
costly tunnals andi a new alignment through a and Pleasanton. 
Just as BART Is b dkended to the Silicon , extending BART over the Altomont to the Central Valley 
mokes more sange than bullding ea naw ACE Probably at less cost, the BART line would serve many more 
people far betteg than @ rabullt ACE line and trensferin Livermore, Money planned for ACE could extend 
BART along the former $P beyond Greenville Road toward Mountain House, Tracy, Banta, Lathrop, and an HSR 51.3 
Interface In Mantece, 
Even If ACE ignoges the Foncept of replacing Its ute service with BART, relocating Its line would require 
changing of [BART Intermodal stations, dedsion should be made later — after ACE deddas on Its future. 
Pending an ACE dacision, extending BART one along !-580 just to the isabel interchange makes more 
sense, ° 
: | 
The cost of extending BART In a widened |-580 median Just to Isabel fs about one third or less the cost through 51.4 
downtown, Almpst no fostly structure or earth Work is required, BART nolse 's minimal (with no curve squeal or 
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51.4 
cont. 


Development oriented tp transit should maxim sufface parking near the station and minimize densa 

) Innd will then be available and parking structures can 
raplaca portions pf the surface parking. Thare wil bd no need to demolish residential uses, Given enough 
unity than just tho walkable area, Until personal 
alistic and misleading planning lines. 


51.5 


the truck scales as was nally planned. This Would serve eastern Uvermore’s employment centers well. 
1-580 lanes to the former $P roadbed, an ACE intermodal 
station, yard, ang shop Would come after ACE B on whether Altamont roll should be ACE (commute) or 
BART (transit). Gparatirlg costs for the stations dould be cut by designing tham for remote staffing (RSS). 


51.6 


(-580 widening ' 
Critical to any insion to Livermore Is ing 1-580, Property acquisition and structure designs 
allowing BART in should come ASAP] The City of Livermore has made a great start by setting plan 
‘ed that Caltrans plan new very heavy duty truck lanes) 
ae truck lanas for sutomobites, and convert the Inside 


51.7 


| strongly urge tie legisature to form a flve-county reil district effectively merging the BART and Caktraln 
counties, That w BART around the Bay, tolLivermnore, Brentwood, Crockett, and the Golden Gate 
Bridge, os well a4 East Gay bullat trains, Adjusted for population and inflation, a balanced bond Issue ke BART” 
$16 billion. Let the voters decide! 


4 


51.8 


ation if In direction for nearly Uvermore AARY users, | strongly suggest onother station ngar | 


Robert S, Allen 
BART Diractor (1974-1988) 
Retired SP Engineering/Operations 
(925) 449-1387 
Cc: MTC 
ACE 
Caltrans 
CA 
Uvarmofe City founcil 
Caltrain 
\ 
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kéd by Cost 
VU Ndvenkey Doon 
Cost, per DPEIR (000,000) 
Alternat Stations Construction Total 
Line 6 Line 1! 

4 i $ 720 $ 1,120 
5 1 1,010 1,610 
1 2 Greenville Bast 1,980 2,920 
2 2 2,080 3,280 
3a 2 - 2,080 43,380 
3 2 2,360 3,470 
la 2 via WP 2,450 3,610 
ib 2 via SP 2,530 3,650 
2a 2 yasco 2,390 3,800 
Why I fa ive 4, 

© leaat costly alte 

* Very little earth or structural 

° Wall”; 

° ion for all of Liver 

* Basily pocessible for mast of Livdrmore 

° ble from travel dors; 

. 1-580 congestion west of Isabel; 51.9 

. (BART fares arejmll¢age-based); 

* Shorted travel time; 

*Hasily dxtended later to lia via modified Alternative 1 
Modified 1; 

identd [-580 median at to east of Greenville Road; 
tof cast of Greenville, tunneling under high I-580 westbound lanes; 
fon near truck scalesKclote to both Vasco and Greenville); 
Pojnted th Central Valloy along former SP and Altamont Poss Road; 
mont Corridor to BART at low cost. 
intermodal station nofth of [-580 east of Greenvillo Rd 
BART Director (1974-1988) 
(925) 449-1387 
22% Oonner Ave. 
Liveronees, CA 44351-4240 
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Letter 51 Robert Allen 


BLL The City of Livermore conducted its own planning process related to potential BART 
station sites in Livermore, and the comment refers to one of the City’s planning meetings. 
As noted in the comment, the comment period for the Draft Program EIR closed at 5 p.m. 
on January 21, 2010. 

Bld See Response 50.1 of this document. 

DL.3 The Altamont Corridor Project is evaluating a variety of future alignments for the ACE 
train. For the purpose of the BART to Livermore Program EIR, BART assumes that, 
consistent with the Regional Rail Plan, the ACE train will continue to run in the existing 
railroad corridor through Livermore, and an intermodal station will be possible along the 
existing UPRR right-of-way. See Response 43.5 regarding BART extensions to San 
Joaquin County. 

51.4 See Response 50.4 of this document. 

Bld See Response 50.5 of this document. 

51.6 Please see Response 43.4 regarding a station near between Vasco Road and Greenville 
Road (truck scales), Response 42.4 regarding a station north of 1-580 and east of 
Greenville Road, and Response 51.3 regarding the Altamont rail corridor. BART is not 
considering remote staffing at this time. 

asi See Response 50.7 of this document. 

51.8 See Responses 42.1 and 42.2 of this document. 

51.9 The commentor presents the merits of Alternative 4 and a modified version of Alternative 
1. Please Responses 43.1 to 43.5 of this document. 
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Males Qa’ 
Whurere, charges F wwe 
DS sed yr yet ius dey 223 Donner Avanua 
Weh~. G t Livermore, CA 94551 
; * 26 January 2010 


BART Board of Difecto: 


Re BART to (ivermdre DPEIR 


held an extended “Community Meeting” on the project. It ls apparently too late to submit comments for the 


The comment peftod fod this DPEIR closed at 5 pm January 21. Less than two hours later the City of Livermore 52.1 
OPEIR, but you be voting on the program, 


I hope you will consider: 


History 4 = 
BARY for many yeers planned to follow the rallrgads through downtown Livermore. Nearly 25 years ago = Or 
March 10, 1986 -|the Uvermore City Council 5-D Instead “to support a freeway orientation for the BART 
line”. They sold {he 11-here Brickyard that had Heen bought with a transportation grant for a station site in 
downtown Livermore. SART then bought the 5-acre Gandolfo property on Alrway Blvd, near Isabel for an sad 
West Livermore tation! (The site was mary the size af any other SART station site, but It brought land fe 
the new lsmbel/I4580 Interchange Into public ownership.) BART also acquired lend for an East Livermore statiory 
site near the truck scaled and for a train yard Greenville Roed. Caltrans has spent lerge sums on 
interchanges m m compatible with in the median, The die Is cast. 

Altamont Rail 


| $2.2 
ACE now runs omUP (formerly WP) tracks over the Altamont, through the Valley, and down Nies Canyon. Its 
gentle grade wag desigried for freight trains, eng ACE trains are frequently delayed for UP freight. ACE ls 
52.3 


considering a Ting Of its own with major HI 
costly tunnals andi a new alignment through 


Speed Rall funding. The new line would likely require hong and 
‘a. and Pleasanton. 


, extending BART over the Altomont to the Central Valley 
mokes more sange than bullding ea naw ACE Probably at less cost, the BART line would serve many more 
people far betteg than @ rabullt ACE line and trensferin Livermore, Money planned for ACE could extend 
BART along the former $P beyond Greenville Road toward Mountaln House, Tracy, Banta, Lothrop, and an HSR 
Interface In Manfece, 


Just as BART Is b ddended to the Silicon 


Even If ACE ignoges the Foncept of replacing Its ute service with BART, relocating Its line would require 
changing of [BART Intermodal stations, dedsion should be made later — after ACE deddas on Its future 
Pending an ACE dacision, extending BART one along !-580 just to the isabel interchange makes more 
sense, e 


Gast 
The cost of extending BART In a widened 1-580 
downtown, Almpst oo fostly structure or earth 


edian Just to Isabel fs about one third or less the cost through 52.4 
rk is required, BART nolse 's minimal (with no curve squeal or 
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52.4 
structure revorbaration$ and mostly masked by freeway nolse, Right of way costs are minimal, {I have asked | cont. 


Development oriented tp transit should maximige sulface parking near the station and minimize densa 


residential. Asa 
faplaca portions 


An Isabel/i-S80 
the truck scales 
Further extensiog undes the elevated westbou 
station, yard, ang shop Would come after ACE 
BART (transit). Gparatirig costs for the stations 


(-580 widening 
Critical to any Inston to Uvermore is 
allowing BART 
lines. Acquiring erty comes next. | ha’ 
just outsde the @xisting truck lones, resurface tHe @ 
lanes to median 


Governance 

| strongly urge 
counties, That 
Bridge, os well a4 East 


ing 1-580, Property sequisition and structure designs 
in should come ASAP] The City of Livermore has made a great start by setting plan 
‘ed that Caltrans plan new very heavy duty truck lanes) $2.7 


) Innd will then be available and parking structures can 
f tho durface parking. Thare will bd no need to demolish residential uses, Given enough 
unity than just tho walkable area, Until personal 
alistic and misleading planning lines. 


32.5 


ation it In direction for nearly all Uvermore BART users, | strongly suggest another station ngar 
was Originally planned. This Would serve eastern Livermore's employment centers well. 

1-580 lanes to the former $P roadbed, an ACE intermodal 

B on whether Altamont rolt should be ACE (commute) or 

ould be cut by designing tham for romote staffing (RSS), 


52.6 


truck lanes for automobiles, and convert the Inside 


HOV tanas, atc. This mightibring new funding from bonds voted for truck corridors. 


legisjature to form a five-coufty reil district effectively merging the BART and Cakraln 

d allow BART around the Bay, to,Liverrnore, Brentwood, Crockett, and the Golden Gate 
pullat trains, Adjusted for population and Inflation, a balanced bond Issue ke BART 
$16 billion, Let the voters decide! 


4 


52.8 


Robert S. Allen 
BART Diractor (1974-1988) 
Retired SP Engineering/Operations 
(925) 449-1387 
Ca mTc 
ACE 
Caltrans 
CA 
Uvarmofe City founcil 
Caltrain 
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kéd by Cost 
VU Ndvenkey Doon 
Cost, per DPEIR (000,000) 
Alternat Stations Construction Total 
Line 6 Line 1! 

4 i $ 720 $ 1,120 
5 1 1,010 1,610 
1 2 Greenville Bast 1,980 2,920 
2 2 2,080 3,280 
3a 2 - 2,080 43,380 
3 2 2,360 3,470 
la 2 via WP 2,450 3,610 
ib 2 via SP 2,530 3,650 
2a 2 yasco 2,390 3,800 
Why I fa ive 4, 

© leaat costly alte 

* Very little earth or structural 

° Wall”; 

° ion for all of Liver 

* Basily pocessible for mast of Livdrmore 

° ble from travel dors; 

. 1-S80 congestion west of Isabel; 

. (BART fares arejmll¢age-based); 52.9 

* Shorted travel time; 

*Hasily dxtended later to lia via modified Alternative I 
Modified 1; 

identd [-580 median at to east of Greenville Road; 
tof cast of Greenville, tunneling under high I-580 westbound lanes; 
fon near truck scalesKclote to both Vasco and Greenville); 
Pojnted th Central Valloy along former SP and Altamont Poss Road; 
mont Corridor to BART at low cost. 
intermodal station nofth of [-580 east of Greenvillo Rd 
BART Director (1974-1988) 
(925) 449-1387 
22% Donner Ave. 
Livewmees, CA 44351-4240 
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Letter 52 Robert Allen 


B2ad See Response 51.1 of this document. 

See See Response 50.1 of this document. 

B22 See Response 50.2 of this document. 

52.4 See Response 50.4 of this document. 

D209 See Response 51.5 of this document. 

52.6 Please see Response 43.4 of this document regarding a station near between Vasco Road 
and Greenville Road (truck scales), Response 42.4 regarding a station north of 1-580 and 
east of Greenville Road, and Response 51.3 regarding the Altamont rail corridor. BART is 
not considering remote staffing at this time. 

ped See Response 50.7 of this document. 

52.8 See Response 42.1 of this document. 

52.9 The commentor presents the merits of Alternative 4 and a modified version of Alternative 
1. Please Responses 42.4 and 43.4 of this document. 
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From: 
Ed Alley 
125 Trevarno Rd. 
Livermore, CA 94551 


To the BART EIR commitee: Dec. 16, 2009 


| would like to address two areas that I believe are 
important to the environmental empact of BART to Livermore. 
First, however, I would like to point out an out-of-date 
feature on the maps that show the area around the Portola 
Maintenance Yard. 33.1 


A Map Correction: 
Refer to fig 2-14 (The Portola Maintenance Yard): 


The Hexel plant is shown in map 2-14. It is on the south side 
of the UP tracks from the Mines Rd. overpass west to just past 
Trevarno Rd. The Hexel plant has been demolished by a developer 
(Northbrook Homes). In the future they plan to erect medium to 
high-end homes on that property. Therefore, the UP tracks will 
be bordered on the south side by homes from Mines Rd. westerly 
to the First St. overpass a distance of approximately 0.7 miles. 


My two areas of concern are first: the impact of the Maintenance 
Yards on homes and business; and then, the impact of a downtown 
station on parking in Livermore. | believe that street parking 
is an environmental issue that can effect business as well as 
the quality of life for homeowners, 


53.3 
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Page 20f4 Letter from Ed Alley 
The Impact of Maintenance Yards: 


Of the nine alternative alignments proposed, three alignments 
(1, la, Lb) include a Maintenance Yard near Greenville Rd.; two 
alignments (2, 2a) include a Maintenance Yard near Vasco Rd; 
two of the alignments (3, 3a) include a Maintenance yard 
at the end of Portola near the UP tracks and Mines Rd. 


Yard has the potential of generating noise levels that can 
be significant. I also believe that there will be a significant 
level of night lighting associated with these yards, Continuous [ me 


According to sec 3.10 (Noise and Vibration) a Maintenance 53.4 


night lighting will significantly affect the quality of life 
for homes in the immediate area. 


According to the report 3.10 sec NO-2, alternatives 3 and 3a 
(the Portola and Railroad alternatives) represent the greatest 
potential for exceeding acceptable noise levels. Followed by 
this are the alternatives | , la, and 1b (the Greenville East, 53.6 
Downtown Greenville East, and Downtown Greenville East via SPRR) 
that represent the next in the severity of the impact of noise. 
The Vasco Maintenance Yard which is used in alternatives 2 and 2a 
(Las Positas, Downtown-Vasco) represents the least intrusive 
as far as the impact of noise on homeowners. 


I would like to emphasize that the Portola Maintenance Yard 
would represent a terrible choice for the location of a Yard, 
Its placement would affect a long line of homes directly 
to the south of the UP railroad from the First St. bridge 53.7 
west to Mines Rd. a distance of over 0.7 miles. In addition : 
the Trevarno Rd. historic district would be greatly affected 
since the yard would be directly adjacent to this Cultural 
Resource, (Cultural Resources 3.6 sec CR-! alternatives 3 
and 3a). Also, there are many businesses along First St. 
from the First St. bridge to Trevarno Rd. which would be 
closed. I have personally counted over 70 businesses along this 
corridor together with 7 homes. The distruction of the corridor 
would adversely affect the economy of Livermore because of 
the many jobs that would be lost. (Taking an average of 
5-6 employees per business that would be apporximately 53.8 
400 jobs lost to Livermore. Another adverse effect on 
the economy of Livermore would be the loss of tax revenue 
from these businesses because BART is a government agency 
that does not pay taxes to the cities in which it ownes land. 
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Page 30f4 Letter from Ed Alley 


The Greenville Maintenance Yard map (fig 2-5) shows that 
ihere is the potential of significant noise and light levels 
near homes boardering on the west side of Laughlin Rd. Accord- 
ing to the map, there does not seem to be any impact on 
business in the area where the Maintenance Yard would be 
located. 


53.9 


I would say that if BART wants a Maintenance Yard, then 
the Vasco Yard would be the best choice as far the the 
impact of noise and light on homeowners is concerned. 
There is the question of lost jobs and tax revenue from 
the businesses that would be closed in that area since 
what is shown on the map (fig 2-11) are a number of large 
buildings that would be demolished to make space for the 
yard, 


53.10 


53.11 


The most favorable alignment with a Maintenance Yard 
would be the Las Positas alignment (alternative 2) 
with the Vasco Maintenance Yard. The Las Positas 
alignment would be slightly more expensive than 
Greenville-East (alternative |) but would have the 
least environmental impact. According to the table 
in the summary (fig S-3) the predicted new ridership 
would be 29,800. This is less than the Greenville-East 
new ridership of 31,700. The Greenville-East cost 
is projected to be 2.92 billion while the Las Positas 
alignment is projected to cost 3.28 billion. In ad- 
dition, the Greenville Maintenance Yard is much larger 
(119 acres) vs. either the Portola Yard (47 acres) or 
the Vasco Yard (52 acres). Jf the goal is to increase 
ridership and have a Maintenance Yard, then the 
Greenville-East alignment is the one to chose. However, 
the cost of the Greenville-East alignment could go up if 
mitigation measures are taken to reduce the noise 
and the light levels that would affect the homes on 
the west side of Laughlin Rd. 


53.12 


| | =—___-_4 
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Page4of4 Letter from Ed Alley 
The Impact of the Downtown Station: 


I think that a downtown station in Livermore would 
be an environmental disaster, It would turn Livermore 
into a BART parking lot. There is precedence for 
this: During the week between Monday and Friday 
the Trader Joes parking lot in Pleasanton (just off 
of Highway 580 on Santa Rita Rd.) is always full. 
When investigated it is found that overflow from 
the BART parking lot finds its way there (and many 
other business parking lots in the area), This is not 
just overflow parking but it seems that people also 
arrange to drop their cars at these Jots and then 
mect in a carpool to take only one car to the 
BART station; the car with a parking permit. This 
saves on parking fees, 


This would also happen in Livermore, even if there 
were a large parking lot at Greenville or Vasco Rds. 
because these large lots always fill up during commute 
days. People will then find other places to park and the 
Livermore neighborhoods will be the places that they 
will find. Law enforcement would ignore this issue as 
they ignore the issue in Pleasanton; Trader Joes cannot 
get the Pleasanton Police to act (other than a minor 
parking citation), so the overflow continues and the 
businesses suffer. Because of the carpool strategy, 
Livermore will still] suffer from the Trader Joe parking 
lot problem even with no downtown station. 


Ed Alley 

125 Trevarno Rd, 
Livermore, CA 94551 
phone: (925) 447-9607 
email: edalley @covad.net 


53.13 


53.14 
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Letter 53 Ed Alley 


53.1 The aerial photo used in Figure 2-14 (page 2-39) is from 2006, prior to the demolition 
noted by the commentor. The demolition of the Hexcel plant does not affect the 
conclusions in the Draft Program EIR. See Response 53.2 of this document. 


53.2 According to City of Livermore staff, “° development of the Hexcel property is occurring in 
three phases. Phase! of the project, consisting of 45 residential units along the southern 
edge of the Hexcel property, has been constructed. Phase | is reflected in Figure 3.3-1 
(page 3.3-5) and Figure 3.3-5 (page 3.3-29) of the Draft Program EIR. Phase | was 
included in the Land Use analysis in Section 3.3, Land Use, of the Draft Program EIR. 


Phase Il of the Hexcel development plan involves the construction of 11 units at the 
western edge of the Hexcel site. Although the Phase II application for entitlement has been 
approved by the City of Livermore, construction has not yet occurred. These undeveloped 
parcels are shown in Figure 3.3-1 of the Draft Program EIR. However, the City of 
Livermore has approved a General Plan amendment for re-designation of the Phase II 
property from an industrial to residential use, which is not reflected in Figure 3.3-5 of the 
Draft Program EIR. Therefore, to acknowledge the most current amendments to the land 
use designations by the City of Livermore, Figure 3.3-5 from the Draft Program EIR has 
been updated. Refer to Section 6, Revisions to the Draft Program EIR, for the updated 
figure. 


Phase III of Hexcel development involves the construction of 70 residential units on the site 
of the Hexcel plant itself. As noted in this comment, the plant has been demolished. 
However, no application for entitlement of Phase II| has been submitted to the City of 
Livermore. The developer has submitted an application to amend the General Plan land 
use designation from an industrial to residential use, but this amendment has not been 
approved by the City. The demolition of the Hexcel plant is not reflected in Figure 3.3-1 
of the Draft Program EIR, which identifies the existing use of the property as industrial. 
Therefore, to reflect the recent demolition, Figure 3.3-1 from the Draft Program EIR has 
been updated to identify the property as “Undeveloped.” Refer to Section 6, Revisions to 
the Draft Program EIR, for the updated figure. 


Because Phase II entitlement has been approved by the City, the development must be 
included in the analysis of Land Use impacts. The 11 units planned for Phase I! would not 
alter the impact conclusions identified in the Draft Program EIR. The Draft Program EIR 
identifies that both alternatives that include the Portola/Railroad Y ard, Alternatives 3 and 
3a, would have potentially significant impacts related to land use incompatibility (see Table 
3.3-6, page 3.3-36). As summarized in Table 3.3-7 of the Draft Program EIR (page 
3.3-38), this finding of significance is based on the fact that the Portola/Railroad Y ard 


“8 Vinn, Bob. Assistant City Engineer, City of Livermore. Personal communication with Greg Goodfellow, 


DC&E. May 13, 2010. 
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would be adjacent to a residential neighborhood, and may disturb those residences and 
adversely affect the setting (page 3.3-47, paragraph 1). 


As required by CEQA Guidelines, the Draft Program EIR analyzes the program's 
compatibility with existing land uses and approved land use plans. Therefore, potential 
impacts of the alternatives on Phase II! of the development are not included in the current 
environmental analysis. If a preferred alternative alignment through this area is selected, 
the City of Livermore would consider impacts of the BART alignment on future residential 
development projects during CEQA review for those projects. 


53:3 Please refer to Master Response 5 of this document, regarding the effects of the BART 
extension alternatives on Downtown Livermore, particularly regarding potential impacts on 
traffic and parking in the downtown area. A discussion of the maintenance yard is 
presented in Responses 53.4 and 53.5 below. 


53.4 As noted in the Draft Program EIR on pages 3.10-54 through 3.10-56, there would be 
potentially significant noise impacts associated with the Greenville Yard and the 
Portola/Railroad Y ard. Mitigation Measure NO-2.1 on page 3.10-56 is proposed to reduce 
these impacts to a less-than-significant level. 


53.5 Section 3.5, Visual Quality, assesses the light and glare impacts of each alternative. An 
alternative that creates a new source of light or glare that adversely affects day or nighttime 
views would result in a potentially significant visual impact (page 3.5-15, first bullet 
point). As summarized in Table 3.5-1 (page 3.5-18), all of the alternatives except 
Alternative 4 would have potentially significant impacts related to light or glare. Table 
3,.5-2 (pages 3.5-19 to 3.5-21) identifies that these potentially significant impacts would be 
associated with light from either the Greenville Y ard, Vasco Yard, or Portola/Railroad 
Yard. The Draft Program EIR also states that these impacts could be reduced to less-than- 
significant levels via the development of sensitive lighting design specifications (M itigation 
M easure VQ-4.1, page 3.5-44). 


53.6 The commentor correctly notes that the noise impacts (described on pages 3.10-54 through 
3.10-56 of the Draft Program EIR) associated with the Portola/Railroad Y ard (Alternatives 
3 and 3a) would have the greatest potential for exceeding the significance thresholds, and 
that the Vasco Y ard (Alternatives 2 and 2a) would have the least potential for impact to 
nearby sensitive noise receptors. 


Sout The Portola/Railroad Y ard, which is proposed under Alternatives 3 and 3a, is currently 
occupied by industrial uses and operation. As noted on page 3.10-55 of the Draft Program 
EIR, noise levels from maintenance activities could result in potentially significant increase 
to the existing residences south of the proposed yard. In addition, as stated in the Draft 
Program EIR (see page 3.6-21, first full paragraph), the Portola/Railroad Y ard would not 
introduce new features that would change the setting of the Trevarno Road Historic 
District. While new maintenance activities are unlikely to result in adverse impacts on the 
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Trevarno Road Historic District, the Draft Program EIR acknowledges that until project- 
level research is performed on historical resources, it is not known if project-level 
mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant (see M aster Response 1 
of this document, regarding the differences between program- and project-level analysis). 
Accordingly, the Draft Program EIR conservatively concludes that Alternatives 3 and 3a 
would have potentially significant and unavoidable impacts to historic resources. 


53.8 This comment describes potential adverse impacts to the Livermore economy and tax base 
from displacement of businesses due to the Portola/Railroad Y ard. Per CEQA Guidelines, 
the EIR addresses the potential for displacement of businesses and identifies this as a 
significant impact for all alternatives (see page 3.4-11, last paragraph). Acquisition of the 
properties between First Street and the UPRR tracks would be necessary to construct the 
maintenance yard. It is possible that only the portions of the properties adjacent to the 
tracks would be necessary for the yard (see Figure 2-14 on page 2-39). This could allow 
some of the existing businesses and residences to remain along First Street. Detailed 
acquisition plans would be identified at the project-level evaluation. To mitigate this 
impact, the Draft Program EIR identifies Mitigation Measure PH-2.1 on page 3.4-23. 
Consistent with this mitigation measure, BART shall implement an acquisition and 
relocation program that meets the requirements of applicable State relocation law and 
which mitigates the impact to a less-than-significant level. Other than such physical 
impacts, economic effects are not considered to be environmental impacts under CEQA. 


53.9 Businesses are generally not considered sensitive to light and noise, compared to homes. 
However, impacts to those businesses, such as hotels and private daycare centers, where 
low noise levels or light intrusion would be critical to their business were evaluated. For 
example, there are hotels on the southern side of I-580 and noise impacts to those hotels 
were found to be less than significant. For other businesses near the hotels and freeway, 
the impacts would be expected to be no greater than those predicted for the nearby hotels 
and homes (less than significant). As noted on page 3.5-43 and 3.5-44, light and glare 
impacts were considered potentially significant for both residential and commercial areas 
near station and yards. However, implementation of M itigation Measure VQ-4.1 would 
reduce impacts to less than significant for all alternatives. 


53.10 The commentor has expressed a preference for the Vasco Yard. Impacts associated with 
noise and light and glare at the Vasco Y ard would be less than significant or less than 
significant with mitigation under all extension alternatives. 


seeel The commentor is correct that a number of businesses would be acquired and their existing 
structures demolished, if the Vasco Y ard were constructed. Please refer to Response 53.8 
of this document, regarding potential impacts to the Livermore economy and tax base from 
displacement of businesses. 


scm The cost estimate for the maintenance yards is preliminary, but the estimates do include 
mitigation measures for the reduction of noise and light on adjacent areas. Cost estimates 
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53.15 


53.14 


would be refined during project-level design. The BART Board of Directors will consider 
the merits of the alignment alternatives, including ridership and costs, during the final 
hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


Please refer to Master Response 5 of this document, regarding the effects of the BART 
extension alternatives on Downtown Livermore. In particular, M aster Response 5 contains 
discussions of the traffic and parking impacts. Also, please refer to pages 3.2-138 to 3.2- 
144 of the Draft Program EIR for a detailed discussion of the parking impacts of the BART 
extension alternatives. It is true that when the parking at BART stations reaches capacity, 
there may be overspill parking into the surrounding areas that can affect both public and 
private parking supplies. This type of impact can be mitigated using standard parking 
management techniques such as those identified in the Draft Program EIR (see M itigation 
M easure TR-6.2 on pages 3.2-143 and 3.2-144). 


Please refer to Response 53.13 of this document. 
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Letter 54 


BART to Livermore Extension Program 
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Public Hearing, November 18, 2009 
Comments 


Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions concerning the Draft PEIR of the BART to 
Livermore Extension. (Name and contact information optional.) Ly. Storie 


Namo (please print: Meleacd  Hlley _Organization’Business: “Zreverno District Hor 
Address; (25 T7evewne Ae City; Al Vernepre State: CA Zip: C45 
Phone: 925° YY7?-%607 ss Email: melelek® covad. net 


COMMENTS / QUESTIONS: 


ta ; rah Tru 


54.1 


__ sitkle. ft mo tere thin 


mais te walle fo .:: 


= BART to Livermore Extension Program 
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Letter 54 Melanie Alley 


54.1 


Please refer to Figure 2-7 on page 2-21 of the Draft Program EIR. This figure shows the 
specific location of the Downtown Livermore Station. The site is located in the northeast 
portion of the downtown area. For Alternatives la, 1b, and 2a, the station passenger 
platform would be located alongside the UPRR right-of way between First Street and 
Junction Avenue, adjacent to the existing ACE station and LAVTA bus transit center. For 
Alternative 3, the station platform is located slightly further to the northeast, beneath 
Junction Avenue just to the north of the UPRR right-of-way. Under each of these 
alternatives, the station platform would be within a one-quarter mile walking distance of 
the majority of the downtown area, although the platform under Junction Avenue 
(Alternative 3) would be slightly further from downtown. One-quarter mile is generally 
considered an acceptable walking distance for convenient transit access. These station sites 
were selected to provide good access to ACE and LAVTA bus services, to allow good 
pedestrian access, and to avoid major disruption of existing buildings and development in 
the area. 


Please refer also to M aster Response 5 of this document, regarding various impacts of the 
Downtown Livermore Station on the character and quality of Downtown Livermore. 
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0 To info@barttolivermore.org 
11/19/2009 01:11 AM cc 


bec 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Thursday, November 19, 2009 at 02:11:18 


First Name: Melanie 
Last_Name: Alley 
Email: melolark@covad.net 


Mossage: 
My comment is in reference to the station located at the end of Portola for 
the three proposed alignments known as Portola, Railroad, and Vasco. In 
studying the graphics at the November 
lith meeting, it appears that the map proportions are incorrect. That station 
is considered downtown, to service the downtown theaters, shopping, ele. The 
distance from the station to 
downtown (First Street and Livermore intersection) is precisely 1.1 miles. 
That is not walking 
distance for most people. That 1,Imile route is actually an unsafe walk 
over an overpass and 
dangerously close to high speed traffic. The station is question is neither 
walking distance to the two Livermore labs nor the ACE station as well. I am 
hard pressed to understand the placement of 

55.1 that station, therefore, as it seems like a park and ride location in a mixed 
residential and light 
industry area, generating < lot of car traffic for homeowners. It would seem 
that any alignment that comes “into town" should be adjecent to the ACE 
station / theater area. 


Preferably, the Isabel and / or Greenville alignments will prevail, as they 
seem to be most cost 
eifective and least disruptive to our community. 


Submit: Submit 


ween Oe a a EEE EE 


RAMOTE_ADOR: 69,3.185.235 
HTTP_USER_AGENT; Mozilla/5.0 (Macintosh; U; PPC Mac OS & 10.4 11; en) 
AppléWebkit/531.9 (KHTML, like Gecko) Version/4.0.3 Safari/531.9 
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Letter 55 Melanie Alley 


59:1 


The BART to Livermore Extension Program does not include a BART station at the end of 
Portola Avenue. As shown in Figure 2-14 (page 2-39) of the Draft Program EIR, it is the 
Portola/Railroad Y ard that would be located at the end of Portola Avenue, just south of the 
point at which Portola Avenue terminates at First Street. As correctly stated in this 
comment, the yard site is about one mile from the downtown intersection of First Street 
and Livermore A venue. 


The location of the Downtown Livermore Station is shown on Figure 2-7 (page 2-21) of 
the Draft Program EIR. This figure shows the specific location of the Downtown 
Livermore Station site. The site is located in the immediate downtown area, bounded by 
Livermore Avenue, Chestnut Street, J unction Avenue, and Ladd Avenue (page 2-19, final 
paragraph). The Downtown Livermore Station site would include the existing Livermore 
Transit Center/Livermore ACE Station (page 2-19, final paragraph) and as such would be 
immediately adjacent to most downtown amenities. A description of the station passenger 
platforms for the various downtown stations is presented in Response 54.1. For 
Alternative 3, where the downtown station would be bit further than other downtown 
stations, the station plan would involve creating new pedestrian connections between the 
BART station and the ACE and LAVTA transit center. These connections would reduce 
the length of the walk from BART to the core of the downtown, and would eliminate the 
need to walk along busy streets, creating a safer walking environment. 


The final part of this comment concerns the merits of a project alternative and does not 
concern the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA. The 
BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the 
final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 
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605 Vivian Dr January 18, 2010 
Livermore, CA 94550 
pkaonline@comeast.net 


BART Planning Department 
300 Lakeside Drive 
Oakland, CA 94612 


Re: Public comment on the BART to Livermore program 
Dear Mr. Quint, 


I am writing this letter to take the opportunity to comment on the draft PEIR for the BART to 
Livermore Extension, [ understand that comments from the public are most useful if they 
targeted to the PEIR, which I will do. However, | wanted to voice our opinion for the preferred 
alignments. In essence, we oppose any alignment option that utilizes the Union Pacific or 
Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way east of the First Street overpass. In addition, we are 
strongly opposed to a Vasco Rd. station. We currently reside very close to where the S16 noise 
monitoring station was installed, as described in Table 3.10-1. As you may expect, our concerns 
include an increase in the noise level, loss of property value, increased crime, the visual blight of 

56.1 45 foot, 3,775-space garage, and the increased traffic congestion on both Vasco Road and 
Greenville Road that this parking structure would bring. Several years ago, we moved less than 2 
miles from our previous house because during commute hours, driving the 3 miles on Vasco Rd 
between Scenic and Patterson Pass took 25 minutes. Finally, the transit-oriented development 
planned for this area would ruin the continuity of single-family residences in one of the few 
remaining neighborhoods in the area that feature mid-sized homes on quarter acre lots We 
believe that the best possible alignment would be Alternative | via 1-580, with connection to ACE 
at the Greenville East station. If transit-oriented development is required to secure funding, we 
believe that the Livermore residents and their city council would approve the movement of the 
urban growth boundary to allow construction to occur near the Greenville station. 


The specific issue within the PEIR | would like to address is the projected ridership for the 
alternatives that include the Vasco Rd station. It seems that from many comments made in the 
PEIR and the various public meetings, much of this projection is made based on the fact that the 
Vasco Road station would be located near “five of the City of Livermore's largest employers” 
(page 3.4-7). The implication here is that employees of these companies would utilize BART to 
commute to work. We believe this is not a valid assumption. To illustrate, we have obtained a 
residency analysis from the public affairs office of Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory of 
the employees there. Of the 6,421 people employed (which is significantly lower than the 8,750 
56.2 people shown in Table 3.4-3 because of a 2007 lay-off), only 1,112 people live in cities that are 
currently served by BART. Of these people, I suspect only a small fraction would ulilize BART 
due to proximity of stations to their homes and because their drive to Livermore is in the counter- 
commute direction. If ridership projections for the Vasco Road station are based on the number 
of peopte that work at LLNL, Sandia and similar employers, I strongly encourage you to contact 
these employers directly to obtain a residency analysis to aid in accurately projecting ridership. 


‘Thank you for your consideration, 
Seca) r- Lew nee c ‘2 
SAG AM HOA 
James and Karla Armstrong 
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Letter 56 James and Karla Armstrong 


56.1 Due to the high cost of extending transit, public agencies believe that transit investments 
should made be with consideration of appropriate land use and population densities. 
Coordination of station locations with existing high density land uses and with opportunities 
for transit-oriented development (TOD) are among BART’s primary considerations in 
selecting a preferred alternative. Alternatives 2a and 2b each have a downtown station and 
a Vasco Road Station, which are the two station sites with the highest current levels of 
development. They are also the locations where the City of Livermore would like to 
channel growth. Therefore, they have the highest potential to provide the TOD desired 
around future station sites. If the BART Board decides to proceed with the next stage of 
environmental review, the City of Livermore, in collaboration with BART, would develop 
a Ridership Development Plan for the corridor that addresses land use changes and/or 
access improvements to build ridership for the extension at the station sites selected. The 
BART Board will consider land use and potential TOD in selecting a preferred alternative 
for the project. Traffic, visual quality, and noise issues are discussed in Sections 3.2, 3.5, 
and 3.10 of the Draft Program EIR, respectively. Effects on property values are not 
considered environmental impacts under CEQA and were not addressed in the Draft 
Program EIR. For crime-related issues, see M aster Response 6 of this document. 


50.2 Please refer to Master Response 2 of this document, regarding the methods used for the 
ridership forecasts. The ridership forecasting model was developed using travel data 
derived from actual interviews with individuals that live and work in all areas of the Tri- 
Valley. The model is also designed to address the changes in travel characteristics that 
occur when a new transportation investment such as the BART to Livermore extension is 
put in place. It is important to note that when new transportation alternatives are available, 
their presence is expected to influence the travel and lifestyle characteristics of the 
individuals living and working in the Bay Area. This can be seen when examining many of 
the existing BART stations such as Pleasant Hill, Dublin/Pleasanton, Concord, and Walnut 
Creek, where over the long term the availability of BART has influenced the growth of 
these employment centers. The ridership forecasts are based upon forecasts of employment 
for the year 2035, about 25 years from now. These forecasts include existing land uses 
and expected future land uses. The forecasts are not based on the current characteristics of 
the employees at the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory or the other existing 
employers from the area because these characteristics will likely change over time. As 
existing employees leave and are replaced by new employees, or aS new employees are 
hired to fill expansion needs, the characteristics of the new employees are expected to 
reflect the availability of transportation options such a BART extension. Also, the fact that 
many employees will live in locations not served by BART and therefore would not be 
likely to use BART is fully accounted for in the model and the resulting forecasts. BART's 
experience has been that its suburban stations attract on average about 10 percent of the 
trips from nearby employers. 
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Harry Babb To *info@barttolivermore.org” <inlo@barttolivermore.org> 
<hbabb@waxie.com> ne 
11/30/2009 12:08 PM kon 
Subject Acronyms 
| History: This message has been forwarded. 


Is there a table defining all the acronyms used in the “Bart to Livermore Extension - Draft 
57.1 Program EIR" dated 11/6/2009? 
e.g. "TOD", etc 


Regards, 


Harry Babb 

V P Corporate Operations & IT 
9353 Waxie Way 

San Diego, CA 92123 

Off 858.292.8111 x 840 

Fax 619.374.7070 


The information in this e-mail is confidential and may also be privileged. It is for the exclusive use of the intended recipient(s). If you 
are not the intended recipients), please note that any distripution, disclosure, copying or use of this communication or the 
information in it is strictly prohib@ed and may be unlawtul, If you have received this communication in error, arian tae gagaga 
immediately and then destroy any copies of il. This disclairnar ts automatically appended to every e-mail leaving Ihe 

network. 
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Letter 57 Harry Babb 


Biel There is no table that defines the acronyms used in the EIR. The acronyms used in the 
Draft Program EIR are defined the first time they are used in each section. For example, 
in Section 3.3, Land Use, in the Draft Program EIR, TOD (transit-oriented development) 
is defined on page 3.3-23. 
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0 To info@barttolivermore.org 
12/19/2009 12:37 PM cc 
bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Relow is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
{) on Saturday, December 19, 2009 ac 13:37:52 


Pirst_Name: Jonathan 
Last_Name: Bair 
Email: j@jonathanbair.com 


Message: What will the impact of increased riders from Livermore be on the 58.1 
already near-capacity Transbay Tube? When the Bay Bridge was closed, many 

trains wouldn't let people on at West Oakland. Would service be degraded in 

West Oakland because of more riders from Livermore? 


Without bathrooms on the trains or in most stations, what will the public 58.2 
health impacts of a very long train ride be? How long does BART think it's 
reasonable to put people on a train without a bathroom? 


What would the ridership increase be for Livermore versus an infill station i 
East Oakland? 

58.3 
The ridership projections show that almost a quarter of the population of 
Livermore would ride the train. Why would Livemore have the highest transit 
mode-share of any comparable city? 


Considering that on average BART extensions only produce half of the projecte 
riders, how are you adjusting your ridership projection methodology to be mor 
accurate? What sort of obligation does BART have to the public to ensure 
ridership projections are accurate? 


538.4 


Livermore has a housing construction cap. Even housing development around a 
new station would be much smaller in quantity than housing development in 
other parts of the BART area, low can we reward suburbs that refuse to build 
their fair share of housing? How does this mesh with state mandates for smact 
growth? 


58.5 


Would building a BART station in an outer suburb encourage sprawl? What are 
the environmental impacts of RART-induced sprawl? 


Why is Livermore in line for a station and Alameda is not? More people hive i 
Alameda, it's denser, it has a much higher transit mode-share already, and 
it's planning to bujid thousands of units of housing. How is Livermore 
justified from a ridership perspective? 


58.6 


i 
Transit investments in CA are supposed to be linked to housing projection. | 


is the financial impact of encouraging people to transfer from the ACE to 


BART requires a higher per-rider subsidy than Altamont Commuter Express. What | 587 
BART? How much more would ACE riders have to pay for their yearly commute? 


Will you seek the permission of local jurisdictions along the BART route? 58.8 
Specifically, the Oakland City Council and Alameda County Board of Supervisors 
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should have a say. 


This project should seek the input of the ACTIA bike/ped advisory committee. 58.9 
Will you do so? Why or why not? 

What is the impact of building a Livermore extension on BART's financial 58.10 
capacity to replace its aging train cars, or build infill stations? 


What would be the relative subsidy to riders in Livermore versus riders in 58.11 
Oakland? How is that justified from an environmental or equity perspective? 


What are alternative uses of these funds that would better serve low-income 
communities? Has BART completed a Title VI analysis for this extension? 


BART extensions have a financial and operational impact on the core system, 
What outreach are you planning to discuss this extension in other parts of the 
BART area? Also, what are the financial and operation impacts of this 
extension on the rest of the system? 


BART has recently been plagued with delays due to equipment malfunctions, 
particularly in Hayward and downtown Oakland. What is BART's on-time record 
for the last five years? How will building an extension to Livermore impact 
BART's on-time record? How will the Livermore extension: function without BART 
making upgrades to ensure that equipment problems don't continue? 


58.14 


Is BART planning to buy more trains for the Livermore extension? Hire more 
operators? If so, what are the financial impacts of that for the BART system? 
If not, how much will extending the existing trains out to Livermore reduce 
service for the rest of the system? re 


538.15 


How much electrical power will the extension to Livermore consume? What is 
BART's energy profile? How much additional CO2 emissions and other pollutants 
will be omitted because of this extension? 


Submit: Submit 
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Letter 58 J onathan Bair 


58.1 Please refer to pages 3.2-59 to 3.2-65 in the Draft Program EIR for a discussion and 
evaluation of the impacts of the BART alternatives on the core system of BART. This 
discussion addresses the need for additional vehicles and vehicle facilities to avoid 
overcrowding of trains due to the added ridership generated by a BART to Livermore 
extension. The capacity of the Transbay Tube was also considered. BART has a number 
of initiatives underway which are intended to address the capacity of the Transbay Tube by 
increasing the number of trains per hour which can use the Transbay Tube and increasing 
the number of persons per car that can be accommodated. The analysis determined that the 
combined train requirements of all the BART lines using the tube assuming both the BART 
to Livermore and BART to San Jose/Santa Clara extension would approach the planned 
capacity of the Transbay Tube. 


Since the purpose of a Program EIR is to provide a comparison of the alternatives and 
because all the alternatives would have a similar impact on overall BART operations, there 
was not a need at this point to undertake a detailed analysis of the capacity impacts on the 
Transbay Tube. If and when a preferred alternative is identified, and taken to a project- 
level environmental document, then it will be appropriate to conduct the more detailed 
studies (see M aster Response 1, regarding program-level versus project-level EIRs). 


58.2 The proposed total length of the extension alternatives would add on average 10 minutes to 
the travel time of the existing Dublin-Pleasanton BART Line. Therefore, the total trip time 
from Embarcadero Station to a terminus station in Livermore would not exceed 
approximately 52 minutes. A travel time of 52 minutes is nearly identical to the travel time 
for trips made today on BART from Embarcadero to Pittsburg/Bay Point Station. BART 
provides public bathrooms at all non-underground BART stations; this includes the existing 
Dublin-Pleasanton Station. Bathrooms would be included at any future above-ground 
station constructed as part of the BART to Livermore extension. Thus, a BART extension 
to Livermore would be consistent with District policy regarding public bathrooms and trip 
lengths. 


58.3 The purpose and scope of the Draft Program EIR was to provide a basis for the comparison 
of alternatives for a BART to Livermore extension. It was not intended to compare a 
BART to Livermore extension with other transportation projects such as new station in East 
Oakland. 


Regarding the number of Livermore BART riders compared to the population of 
Livermore, please refer to Table 3.4-4 on page 3.4-9 of the Draft Program EIR. The 
forecast population for the City of Livermore in the year 2035 is 120,900 persons, and 
there would also be 82,990 jobs. The new BART trips associated with the alternatives 
represent one-way trips; thus, a resident of Livermore using BART to travel to a work 
location would be making two trips. Many of the trips are not related to the residential 
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population, but would be generated by jobs, schools, and other land uses. Another factor 
is that many of the riders (about 30 percent) will come from San J oaquin County (see T able 
3.2-21 on page 3.2-56 of the Draft Program EIR), and others will come from Pleasanton 
and Dublin and other areas of Alameda and Contra Costa counties. After taking these 
factors into account, the actual estimated mode share from Livermore would be 
substantially less than that resulting from simply comparing total ridership with the 
population of Livermore. 


58.4 Please refer to Master Response 2 of this document, regarding the assumptions and 
methodology used for the ridership forecasts. 


58.5 Due to the high cost of extending transit, BART recognizes that transit investments should 
made be with consideration of appropriate land use and population densities. Coordination 
of station locations with existing high density land uses and with opportunities for transit- 
oriented development (TOD) are among BART's primary considerations in selecting a 
preferred alternative. One of the program objectives for this project (see page 1-12) is to 
conform to the BART System Expansion Policy (SEP) and with the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission’s (MTC) Resolution #3434 - Transit Oriented Development 
Policy for regional transit extension projects. The BART SEP ranks alternatives on several 
criteria that consider transit-supportive land uses and the potential for ridership 
development, and is used by the BART Board in determining which alternative to select as 
the preferred alternative. Currently, none of the alternatives have existing or proposed 
station area densities sufficient to meet the MTC Resolution #3434 policy. Alternatives 2a 
and 2b each have a downtown station and a Vasco Station and have the highest potential to 
achieve the MTC TOD policy thresholds, as they serve the two station sites with the 
highest current levels of development, and they are the locations where the City of 
Livermore would like to channel growth. The City of Livermore would need to modify 
zoning in the station areas in order to fully meet the MTC target. If the BART Board 
decides to proceed with the next stage of environmental review, the City of Livermore, in 
collaboration with BART, will develop a Ridership Development Plan (RDP) for stations in 
the corridor that addresses land use changes and/or access improvements to build ridership 
for the extension. These issues will be considered by the BART Board in deciding whether 
or not to proceed with the project and in selecting a preferred alternative for the project. 


The Draft Program EIR identified the potential growth-inducing impacts of the project in 
Section 4.4 on pages 4-4 through 4-10. As a point of information, the City of Livermore 
does not have a construction cap. It has an Urban Growth Boundary (UGB), which is 
coordinated with the city’s growth control policy to intensify development density within 
the UGB. The current state mandate for smart growth (SB 375) is addressed in the Draft 
Program EIR in Section 3.11 (see page 3.11-17). As noted above, both BART and MTC 
have policies in place to coordinate transit investments with higher land use and population 
densities and opportunities for TOD. Transit systems like BART are considered essential 
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to encourage increased land use densities and provide an alternative to the automobile, 
which is the single biggest factor in encouraging sprawl. 


58.6 This purpose of this document is to perform an environmental analysis under CEQA of a 
proposed BART extension to Livermore. An extension to Alameda, as suggested by the 
commentor, is currently not under consideration. The extension to Livermore is being 
studied as an extension to the existing Dublin/Pleasanton line, in conformity with the 
Regional Rail Plan published by MTC in September 2007. The Regional Rail Plan also 
listed the Livermore extension in its phasing plan for implementation in the 2015-2030 
timeframe (see Regional Rail Plan Final Report, page 96). In the Regional Rail Plan, 
service to Alameda was envisioned as part of a project to construct a second tube between 
the East Bay and San Francisco, shown in the phasing plan in the 2030-2050 timeframe 
(same page reference as above). Thus, the BART program is in conformity with the 
regional direction to pursue the Livermore extension, with the future possibility of a new 
tube to San Francisco with service through Alameda. 


As noted in Response 58.3, the City of Livermore population is just one factor in the 
extension ridership. Other important factors include regional employment, the potential to 
serve Alameda and Contra Costa County riders, and opportunity to serve riders from San 
Joaquin County. Ridership estimates were developed for this project, and are included in 
the Draft Program EIR (see pages 3.2-45 to 3.2-65). Please refer also to M aster Response 
2 for specific information on the process and methodology for performing the ridership 
projections. 


58.7 This project does not anticipate that BART will replace ACE for any portion of ACE’s 
current service, but will connect with ACE in order to facilitate travel using both ACE and 
BART. The transfer of passengers between ACE and BART is intended to facilitate travel 
to additional destinations on the BART system not currently served by ACE, not to 
supplant the current ACE service. The expectation is that ridership on ACE would grow as 
a result of convenient connections to the BART system, and the wider network of 
destinations accessible by transit. The generation of new riders on the ACE system 
resulting from the direct connection with BART was identified as a potential project result 
with less-than-significant impacts in the Draft Program EIR on page 3.2-46. Riders who 
currently make this transfer using a shuttle bus connection between ACE and BART are 
already paying two fares for this trip. They would continue to pay two fares, however, but 
without the necessity of using the LAVTA shuttle bus between the BART and ACE 
stations. The riders would have a faster travel time for the same fare, which would be a 
benefit. 


58.8 BART will obtain all necessary permits and approvals needed for the project, as identified 
in the Draft Program EIR in Table 1-1, on pages 1-26 through 1-28. In addition to the 
formal permitting processes, BART has sought input on all aspects of project development 
from local agencies throughout the development of the Draft Program EIR. This was 
primarily provided through two formal advisory groups; a Technical Advisory Committee 
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and a Policy Working Group. These groups include the cities in the Tri-Valley area, 
Alameda County, local resource agencies, county transportation planning and funding 
agencies, MTC, Caltrans, and connecting transit agencies. The City of Livermore, 
Alameda County, ACTIA, and the Alameda Board of Supervisors have been involved in 
the environmental process. However, the extension of service from Dublin/Pleasanton to 
Livermore is outside the jurisdiction of the Oakland City Council. The BART Board, 
which consists of elected representatives from jurisdictions in Alameda County and the 
other counties in the BART district, will make the final decision on the preferred 
alternative for the project. 


58.9 BART has briefed the ACTIA Board and the ACTIA Citizens Advisory Committee on the 
BART to Livermore Extension Program but has not been directed by ACTIA to seek input 
from the bicycle/pedestrian committee. Once more detailed station access plans are 
available following project-level design, BART would be open to input from all bicycle and 
pedestrian groups. 


58.10 A funding plan has not yet been developed for this project; therefore, the possible 
alternative BART uses for any funds that might be used for this project are not known at 
this time. If the project moves into the project-level environmental process, a funding plan 
would be developed. The impacts of the extension on the BART system, including any 
potential effects on the BART fleet, are identified in the Draft Program EIR in Section 3.2, 
Transportation, and discussed on pages 3.2-53 through 3.2-65. 


58.11 Subsidy per rider is not a CEQA issue and was not investigated as part of this program- 
level evaluation. However, the comment implies that there would be a relative subsidy for 
Livermore-based riders compared to Oakland riders, which is not accurate. BART 
employs a distance-based fare system and fares to future Livermore stations would be 
consistent with this policy. Please see Response 58.12 regarding environmental justice and 


equity. 


58.12 A funding plan has not yet been developed for this project; therefore, the possible 
alternative BART uses for any funds that might be used for this project are not known at 
this time. Alternative use of funds is not a CEQA issue and was not investigated as part of 
this document. This project is included in MTC’s two major planning documents - the 
Regional Transportation Plan and the Regional Rail Plan, and is therefore eligible to seek 
programming of funding as the project progresses. 


Environmental justice (EJ) and equity issues will be addressed through Title VI analysis, 
which will be conducted during or before the future project-level NEPA/CEQA 
environmental analysis. However, BART has identified a minority population in the 
vicinity of one segment of the preferred alternative alignment, Alternative 2b, as well as 
Alternatives la, 1b, 2a, 3, and 3a. The minority population identified is within census 
tract 4514.02 in Livermore, which is bounded generally by Junction Avenue, Portola 
Avenue, M urietta Boulevard, and the Union Pacific Railroad. The census tract has 8,806 
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residents, with a minority population of 42.6 percent, or 3,752 residents, which falls below 
the district-wide definition of a predominantly minority area. Nonetheless, the minority 
population in this census tract consists primarily of Hispanic residents (29 percent), which 
exceeds the average percentage of Hispanics within the BART service area. In addition, 
the census tract has smaller percentages of Asian-American (7.5 percent), H awaiian/Pacific 
Islander (0.5 percent), and African-A merican (2 percent) residents. 


Outreach was performed throughout the Program EIR process to notify local residents of 
the process. During the scoping process, BART mailed informational postcards about the 
EIR process to residents generally within one-half mile on either side of the alignment 
alternatives that were under consideration at the time, and in some cases mailings went to a 
wider target area. The mailing for the scoping process covered all of census tract 4514.02. 
BART also placed ads in local newspapers, and on broadcast television, and held a public 
meeting to receive comments from the public on the scope of the EIR process. 


Prior to releasing the Draft Program EIR, BART expanded the outreach coverage to notify 
the public of the availability of the Draft Program EIR and the public meetings that would 
be held to receive comments on the document, and targeted outreach specifically to the 
minority population. BART mailed informational postcards to over 50,000 households in 
Livermore, Pleasanton and Dublin, covering portions of the zip codes 94550, 94551, 
94566, 94568, and 94588, which includes all of census tract 4514.02. BART placed 
advertisements in local newspapers advertising the availability of the draft document and 
providing notice of the public meetings, including in the Tri-Valley Herald, Independent, 
Pleasanton Weekly, and in Spanish in El Mensajero. Direct outreach was also performed 
at the Farmer’s Markets in Livermore and Pleasanton. BART held three public meetings 
in Livermore and Pleasanton to receive comments on the draft document. 


In a parallel and complementary process, the City of Livermore held three community 
workshops on station-area planning for the proposed extension. These workshops were 
noticed with mailings to over 35,000 addresses in Livermore, advertisements in local 
newspapers, and presentations at local community groups, including at the Chamber of 
Commerce Hispanic Council. Fliers in both English and Spanish were distributed 
throughout Livermore, including in grocery stores, the downtown transit center, local 
community college, and other locations. The City of Livermore included information 
about BART's meetings and process in their materials, and BART included information 
about the City’s meetings and process in BART’s materials. 


The alignment segment for Alternative 2b in the location adjacent to the census tract is 
underground. A review of the comments made by residents from this census tract who 
expressed a comment on potential impacts indicates that the majority of comments were 
concerned with potential noise impacts, and to a lesser extent visual impacts, from BART 
train operation in the Union Pacific corridor between Isabel/Stanley and Downtown 
Livermore, parallel to Stanley Boulevard. Alternative 2b, which has been recommended 
by BART staff as the preferred alternative, does not use the Union Pacific corridor in this 
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area to the west of Downtown Livermore. Further, Alternative 2b is underground in the 
area adjacent to the census tract, and would therefore not have the noise or visual impacts. 
The construction of the subway segment under Portola Avenue and J unction A venue could 
have some temporary impacts on this census tract, as it could also have on the adjacent 
census tracts on the east side of Portola Avenue and J unction A venue. 


58.13 A financial plan has not been developed for the extension, and the Draft Program EIR does 
not discuss the financial effects of the extension on the BART system. The operational 
impacts of the extension on the rest of the BART system, including the core system and 
any potential effects on the BART fleet, are identified in the Draft Program EIR in Section 
3.2, Transportation, pages 3.2-53 through 3.2-65. BART will continue its outreach to the 
east-county communities through the completion of the EIR process through mailers and 
emails to those who commented on the Draft Program EIR and newspaper notices to the 
community at large. At this time, no special outreach is planned for the remainder to the 
BART district. Outreach to the rest of the BART district occurs through the BART Board, 
and at hearings conducted by the BART Board on the project. The BART Board is a 
regionally-elected body, and thus representatives of the entire district participate in 
decisions regarding the future direction for this project. 


58.14 The impacts of the extension on the rest of the BART system, including vehicles and 
maintenance shops are discussed on pages 3.2-59 through 3.2-65 of the Draft Program EIR 
(Section 3.2, Transportation). BART maintains an on-time record of approximately 95 
percent, and BART's on-time records for the past five quarters are available on BART’s 
website at: http://www.bart. gov/about/reports/index.aspx. Additional on-time records may 
also be requested through the office of the BART District Secretary. Construction of an 
extension to Livermore would extend the current operating system and vehicles along an 
additional 5.2- to 13.2-mile alignment, depending on the alternative selected. There is no 
reason to believe that the extension would not perform with the same 95 percent on-time 
record as the existing system. 


58.15 The Livermore extension alternatives would all require additional cars to operate. The 
Draft Program EIR notes that BART would not be able to build or operate any of the 
alternatives without a net increase of between 54 and 89 new rail cars, depending on the 
alternative (see Table 3.2-24), and the inclusion of the need for the additional cars in 
BART’s fleet procurement process is noted on page 3.2-61. The costs for new rail cars are 
included in the cost estimates for each alternative (see Appendix B of the Draft Program 
EIR). 


As noted on page 3.4-15 of the Draft Program EIR, approximately 150 to 400 full-time 
employees would be necessary to operate and maintain the system, depending on the 
alternative. The extension would add to BART’s operating costs, but those costs have not 
been calculated. The additional cars and employees would be added to ensure that service 
would be maintained and not reduced for the rest of the system. 
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58.16 


A comparison of the estimated increase in electricity consumption is provided in Table 
3.15-11 on page 3.15-18 of the Draft Program EIR. Predicted electricity consumption 
ranges from 17 to 40 gigawatt hours. However, when factoring the decrease in 
consumption of fossil fuels from fewer vehicles on the road as a result of the proposed 
alternatives, the proposed alternatives are expected to have a net benefit on energy 
consumption. 


The net change in greenhouse gas and criteria pollutants is discussed under Impacts AQ-4 
and AQ-5 of the Draft Program EIR starting on page 3.11-26 and 3.11-28, respectively. 
The proposed alternatives are expected to have a net benefit on greenhouse gas and criteria 
pollutant emissions. 
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Message: What is BART's on-time record for the last ten years? I want the raw 
data from this entire period. 


What is the difference between projected and actual ridership for the last 59.2 
three BART extensions? 


What are BART's long-term liabilities? Please include capital needs. How are 59.3 
those planned to be funded? How will those long-term liabilities be impacted 
by a Livermore extension? 


59.4 
How will housing prices in Livermore be impacted by new stations? I ° 


How many housing units, exactly, would Livermore have to build in order to 

make their stations viable, and why? Please compare the amount of housing in a 59.5 
mile radius of the proposed Livermore station with the amount of housing 

within a mile radius of stations in San Francisce and Oakland. 


Why isn't BART seeking a vote of its district to fund this extension? | 
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Letter 59 Jonathan Bair 


59.1 


BART maintains an on-time record of approximately 95 percent, and BART’s on-time 
records for the past five quarters are available on BART's website at: 
http://www.bart.gov/about/reports/index.aspx. Additional on-time records may also be 
requested through the office of the District Secretary. 


The comment regards the accuracy of BART ridership projections for the last three BART 
extensions. The three most recent BART extensions are to Pittsburg/Bay Point, 
Dublin/Pleasanton, and San Francisco International Airport (SFO)/Millbrae. Two of the 
three extensions have ridership that nearly matches or exceeds projections. The exception 
is the SFO/M illbrae extension, which clearly has not met ridership expectations. 


The Pittsburg/Bay Point Extension opened in 1996. According to the Draft EIR/AA for 
the project (1988), the extension was projected to have 12,000 daily entries and exits in the 
horizon year 2000. There actually were 13,563 daily entries and exits in September 2000 
(13 percent above projections), and ridership has grown by about 10 percent on the 
extension since that time. 


The Dublin-Pleasanton BART Extension opened in 1997. The Draft EIR (1989) projected 
that the extension would have 21,760 daily trips by 2005 (10 years after its projected 
Opening). In Fiscal Y ear 2008, 10 years after its actual opening, the extension had 20,672 
daily total trips, or approximately 95 percent of projected ridership. 


The SFO BART Extension opened in 2003 and has clearly not met its ridership projections. 
The Final EIR/Final EIS (1998) estimated that 62,000 daily trips would be made in the 
projected opening year (1998) on the four extension stations in San M ateo County: South 
San Francisco, San Bruno, San Francisco International Airport, and Millbrae. The Final 
EIR/Final ElS projection for 2010 was 68,600 trips. However, the SFO Extension did not 
open until 2003 and using a mid-point forecast of 65,300 daily trips (6 years after opening 
year) is more appropriate for comparisons. In Fiscal Y ear 2009, BART had approximately 
31,500 trips on the extension or approximately 48 percent of projected ridership using the 
65,300 figure. There are several key reasons why ridership on the SFO Extension has so 
far not met the projections: 


e The SFO-BART forecasts were based on a 1980 Census-driven travel demand 
model that reflected low economic growth and significantly higher gas prices; 
thus, it predicted less driving and more transit use in the study area than has 
actually occurred. 


e Surcharges to SFO Airport on BART in San M ateo County were expected to be 
eliminated. The surcharges are still in effect and have been raised since the 
extension opened in 2003. 
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e Several years after construction started on the SFO BART Extension, Caltrain 
introduced the Caltrain express (“Baby Bullet”) service, which is highly 
competitive with BART, and was not taken into account in the travel forecasts. 


e Caltrain and BART have maintained separate fare structures, and an integrated 
fare system was never introduced. This requires patrons making transfers to 
purchase separate tickets. 


59.3 BART publishes a combined Short Range Transit Plan/Capital Improvement Program 
document that provides detailed information on BART’s short and long range financial 
plans, both operating and capital. The Short Range Transit Plan provides detail on 
BART’s 10-year operating financial plan, and the Capital Improvement Program contains 
detailed information on BART's 25-year capital program, including anticipated fund 
sources. This information can be accessed on BART’s_ website at: 
http://www.bart.gov/docs/FINAL_FY 08 SRTP_CIP.pdf 


A funding plan and operating costs have not yet been developed for this project; therefore, 
the possible financial consequences of the project have not been determined. If the project 
moves into the project-level environmental process, a funding plan would be developed and 
the financial impacts would be evaluated as part of project approval. 


59.4 This comment addresses the potential impact on home prices that could result from the 
BART extension alternatives. This topic is not related to the physical environmental 
impacts of the alternatives and is therefore not covered by the Draft Program EIR. This 
comment does not concern the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance 
with CEQA. Accordingly, no further response is required. 


59.5 Both BART and MTC have adopted policies to encourage housing development around 
transit system expansion projects. These are identified and analyzed in Section 5.4, 
Regional Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) Policies (page 5-11, paragraph 1). As per 
MTC Resolution #3434, all transit expansion projects must plan for a minimum number of 
housing units along proposed corridors in order to receive MTC funding. For BART 
system extension projects, that corridor-level housing threshold is 3,850 housing units on 
average per station area. As such, in order to satisfy MTC Resolution #3434, the half-mile 
areas around all stations on a given extension corridor must, on average, accommodate a 
minimum of 3,850 housing units, including existing units (page 5-14, paragraph 3). 


As shown in Table 5-4 (page 5-15), all of the extension alternatives fall short of the 3, 850- 
unit station area average. The extent of this shortfall ranges from alternative to alternative: 
Alternative 1 would have an average of 1,712 station area housing units by 2030, thus 
falling 2,138 units short of the MTC threshold. On the other hand, Alternative 3 would 
have an average of 3,412 housing units in 2030, only 438 units short of the MTC 
threshold. 
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59.6 


The proposed BART to Livermore stations areas have between 0 and 4.8 housing units per 
net acre. For comparison, the Castro Valley BART Station area has a housing density of 
approximately 41 units per net acre, while the Downtown Berkeley Station area has a 
housing density of approximately 250 units per net acre. 


A funding plan for the Livermore extension has not been developed, but would be 
developed as part of the project-level evaluation. A ballot measure potentially could be put 
before the voters if the final funding plan includes revenue sources that require voter 
approval, such as sales tax or bond revenue. Otherwise, the BART Board of Directors has 
authority to make decisions regarding system expansion without a district-wide vote. The 
BART Board will determine which alternative is selected as the preferred alternative and 
whether the extension proceeds to project-level design and environmental evaluation. The 
BART Board is a regionally-elected body, and the Board members represent the entire 
district. 
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BART to Livenmone Cxtension Prognwmn 
Drart Paocram nyimonmentat Impact Report (Pe1R) 
Name: Bos Banyzer Oncanmarion: Farenns or Lrvenmtone Appness: 
OMY @: Cammno Cny; Livenmone Svate: CR Zip: 94550 Pxone: (925) Y47- 
8901 €mait: BosBarzer@comcast.ner 


COMMENTS: 


The Draft PEIR does not address the “Mix & Match” hybrid route which would blend 
Alternative 2A: Downtown-Vasco with Alternative 3; Portola. This route would proceed 
from the Dublin/Pleasanton station down the freeway to the Portola overcrossing at 
which point it would proceed underground down Portola and Junction Avenues to a 
subway station downtown making an intermodal connection with the ACE train. It 
would then emerge in the Union Pacific right of way and procecd at grade to the Vasco 
Road ACE station where it would form a second intermodal connection. Both of these 
sites have high Transit Oriented Development (TOD) potential as well as intermodal 
connection and thus project the highest economic benefit of the station pairs. In your 
Benefits ‘lable this station pair ranked first in all categories except Incrcased BART 
Ridership where it trailed Alternative 1: Greenville Rast by an insignificant 100 riders. 
The proposed Vasco Yard requires acquisition of existing businesses, but the yard could 
be located east of Greenville Rd. at a much lower cost. (/stimated savings; ~$300 
million.) 


60.1 The big advantage of the Portola Underground/Downtown/Vasco Route is that it avoids 


most of the pitfalls of the other routes. It avoids the problems of the “Quarry” routes (1a, 
Ib, 2a, 3a and 5). These routes have met with uniform resistance from Pleasanton and 
Livermore residents because of noise and vibration along the Stanley Boulevard corridor 
and downtown as well as the visual blight of an elevated structure through the planned 
Staples Ranch development in Pleasanton and the future Chain of Lakes recreation area 
in the present quarry land. The freeway stations: Isabel/f-580 and Greenville East have 
several problems. Isabel/I-580 cannot have an ACE connection. The Greenville Yard 
would wipe out critical habitat for Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp and other sensitive species. 
Neither has room within the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) to accommodate Transit 
Oriented Development (TOD). The UGB (adopted in Dec. 2002) can only be altered by 
the voters of Livermore who upheld it by a margin of 72% to 28% in 2005 when 
Weyerhaeuser/Pardee Homes offered a cornucopia of enticements to allow a large urban 
development in the North Livermore Valley. High-density urban development at either 
of these locations would be greenfield urban sprawl, the opposite of what TOD is meant 
to be. Therefore, any option that includes either of these stations is unacceptable 
(Alternatives 1, 2, 3 & 4). In addition, Alternative 3 places a rail-yard next to an historic 
district and option 5 has no space for TOD, 


NOTE: ‘This written comment supersedes my verbal comments at your public hearings, 
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Letter 60 Bob Baltzer 


60.1 


As aresult of public input, an additional alternative has been added to the EIR analysis. 
As suggested in the comment, the new “mix and match” alternative would combine 
features of Alternative 2a and Alternative 3. Known as Alternative 2b, the new alternative 
would combine the I-580 median alignment, the Portola-J unction Avenue alignment to a 
downtown station, and an alignment along the UPRR tracks to a station at Vasco Road. 
Please see Section 1.4 of this document, which describes Alternative 2b and contains an 
evaluation of the alternative’s environmental impacts. 
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To info@barttolivermore.org 
ce 
bec 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
{) on Wednesday, November 25, 2009 at 11:40:34 


First_Name: Priya 

Last_Name; Basu 

Email: basul@linl.qov 

Message: Please don't put BART in my neighborhood. 


I live on Bluebird St., in Livermore, a few blocks from the existing railroad 
tracks that the proposed Downtown Greenville, Downtown Vasco and 
Railroad routes BART would be using. 


When I moved to this neighborhood 10 years ago, I would occasionally hear a 

train on the tracks in the summer when the windows of my home were open. Since 

the sound wall behind Heritage Estates on Stanley was put in, I can hear 

several trains pass every day, windows open or not. 61.1 


I believe that adding BART trains to this route would double or triple the 
noise I currently hear inside my home. 


Please select the proposed routes that are aligned along 1-580 and save my 
neighborhood from increased noise pollution. 


Thank you, 
Priya Basu 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 128.115.27.10 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 7.0; Windows NT 5.1; GTB6; .NET 
CLR 1.1.4322; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; .NET CLR 3.0.04506.30; .NET CLR 
3.0.04506.648; .NET CLR 3.5.21022; InfoPath.2) 
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Letter 61 Priya Basu 


61.1 


Noise levels at homes adjacent to the tracks between North M urrieta Boulevard and A delle 
Street are predicted to increase by about 9 dBA, as shown in Table 3.10-13 on page 
3.10-45 of the Draft Program EIR, and this increase would be considered significant. The 
mitigation strategies described under M itigation M easure NO-1.1 on page 3.10-53 would 
substantially reduce impacts related to BART train noise; however, sufficient information 
is not available at the program level to conclude with certainty that mitigation would reduce 
this impact to a less-than-significant impact in all circumstances. 


The commentor expresses a preference for a BART alignment along 1-580. The BART 
Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives along with the 
potential impacts described in the Draft Program EIR during the final hearing to select a 
preferred alternative. 
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prada 8 To info@bartolivermore.org 
1ge1227@gmail.com> ? 

cc larry be <berger227@gmail.com> 
12/18/2009 10:40 AM ae i ad eo 


Subject questions about Bart to Livermore 


My name is Larry Berger and I live on Trevarno Rd, in Livermore and I 
have a fex questions regarding, Alternative 3 and 3a, or any proposal 
that woule include the 47-acre Portola/Railroad Yard. 


62.1 1) I do not find in your EIR the impact on Historic Trevarno Rd homes, 
ms that are north = east and adjacent to the purposed working yard, Why 


& that. 
2) Being that this Yard would be next door, flanking two sides of a 
62.2 Livermore Histeric District, Trevarno Rd, and its homes and your EIR 


states ..." noise impacts from the maintenance facility would be 
potentially significant.” is this alternative still in consideration 


and if yes, why. 
3) Do other Bart working yards exist next to or near residential 

62.3 areas, if yes, what complaints from those homes do you receive and how 
are they addressed. 
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Letter 62 Larry Berger 


62.1 


62.2 


62.3 


Potential impacts of the alternatives on the Trevarno Road Historic District are discussed in 
Section 3.6, Cultural Resources, of the Draft Program EIR. Please refer to discussions of 
Alternative 3 on pages 3.6-20 to 3.6-21, Alternative 3a on pages 3.6-21 to 3.6-22, and the 
discussion under “Effect of UP Commuter Access Principles” on page 3.6-29 of the Draft 
Program EIR. Please also refer to Response 53.7 of this document, regarding impact 
discussion on the Trevarno Road Historic District. 


All three potential maintenance yard sites (Portola-Railroad, Greenville, and V asco) have 
benefits and drawbacks. At this time, all alternatives are being considered by the BART 
Board. The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment 
alternatives and yard alternatives along with the potential impacts described in the Draft 
Program EIR during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


BART's four main storage yards are all located in close proximity to residential 
development. The Concord and Colma Y ards have residences within approximately 75 feet 
from the edge of the BART yard, the Richmond Y ard has residences within approximately 
170 feet, and the Hayward Y ard has residences within approximately 140 feet. Complaints 
have been received sporadically regarding noise, odors, and night lighting. Complaints are 
handled through BART’s Customer Service Section or Government Affairs Section, and 
are considered on a case-by-case basis. Corrective actions depend on the individual nature 
of the complaint. 
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JASON A. BEZIS 
California State Bar No. 225641 
3661-B Mosswood Drive 
Lafayette, CA 94549-3509 
(925) 962-9643 
jbezis@yahoo.com 


January 21, 2010 


Mr. Malcolm Quint 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeside Drive, 16th Floor 

Oakland, CA 94612 


VIA E-MAIL: info@barttolivermore.org and U.S, MAIL 


Re: __ Comments on BART to Livermore Extension Draft Program EIR 
To Whom It May Concern: 


Lam a resident of Lafayette who grew up in Livermore. ! have ridden the San Francisco Bay 
Area Rapid Transit (BART) system since 1982 and have been a regular BART rider (multiple 
days per week) since 1999, | am also an amateur historian who has studied the evolution of the 
Livermore-Amador Valley transportation network from the Mexican rancho days to the present, 
a span of more than 160 years. | attended the public hcaring in Pleasanton in January 6", but did 
not speak. I support the extension of BART to Livermore, subject to its routing and other 
factors, 


As BART evaluates the Livermore extension program, it needs to take a broader view. Most of 
the citizens who commented at the hearings scemed to take a localized view of the bencfits and 
costs of the extension, to Livermore and Pleasanton residents only, BART also needs to consider 
carefully the benefits and costs to the people residing along the rest of the system and in 

63.1 | Brentwood and in the San Joaquin Valley, too. The routing and placement of stations ought to 
consider not only the people who would “enter” the BART system in Livermore, but also those 
from the Contra Costa, San Francisco and San Mateo countics and the rest of Alameda County 
who would “exit” there. In other words, at least one of the stations on the extension needs to be 
a “destination” for people in communities that have paid taxes to BART for nearly 50 years. A 
BART station at the fringe of a community and surrounded by a sca of parking lots and garages 
is nota “destination.” 


Generally speaking, a serics of just freeway-oriented BART stations is of little benefit to people 
63.2 | otriving by BART from elsewhere in the region. They usually depend on connections with local 
buses to bring them to their ultimate destinations, especially the central business district. 
Therefore, ideally, a station should be sited in downtown Livermore. A downtown station would 
follow in the grand tradition of passenger train service that was so vital to Livermore's founding 
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in 1869 (same year that the transcontinental railroad opened through the Valley) and through the 
early 20" century, when Southern Pacific and Western Pacific operated competing passenger 
stations in Livermore. May Nissen (1884-1981), a lifelong Livermore Valley resident who was a 
longtime teacher at Livermore High School (1910-48), once spoke about the excitement 

63.2 |associated with the arrival of passenger trains in Livermore in the early 20" century. She 

cont. |described the patrons, ranging from impeccably dressed professionals returning from work in 
Oakland to Chinese peddlers balancing baskets of vegetables on their shoulders. 


I believe that a BART extension through central Livermore has been long-planned. A few years 
ago J saw the Caltrans plans for the State Route 84 First Street railroad underpass that opened in 
1978. As | recall, planners made the underpass an adequate length so that BART trains and the 
conventional railroads could both traverse beneath the highway. 


Also generally speaking, | agree with a commenter at the January 6" hearing in Pleasanton (1 

63.3 think that he was a former Fremont city council member) who said that a downtown Livermore 
station would not make for an effective terminus of the BART line. There needs to be another 
station to the east that would “intercept” commuters from castern Livermore and the San Joaquin 
Valley. 


Specific Comments on Draft Program EIR 
; No, | — Factual Error © , Facilities in Li 


63.4 | Page 3.2-42, Footnote No. 12: “This complex includes the existing Bankhead Theater and 
Bothwell Arts Center and future 2,000 scat regional theater scheduled for completion in 201 1" 
The Bothwell Arts Center is not a part of the downtown Livermore arts facility complex. Itis 
located several blocks away on Eighth Street. 


ic = i i i i 


Page 3-2.46: “None of the alternatives are expected to have impacts on supporting regional 
transit services, including LAVTA, ACE, Tri Delta Transit, SIRTD, and MAX.” 


This one sentence disturbs me more deeply than any other in the EIR. ACE, SJRTD and MAX 
now run just commute hour transit service to Dublin/Pleasanton BART. The BART Livermore 
extension is a very costly investment in transit infrastructure; it needs to be utilized to its full 
potential. In a sense, it will become the primary transit interface between the Bay Area and the 
San Joaquin Valley (and possibly southern California, if a high-speed rail line is routed through 
the Altamont region). One would expect that transit agencies serving San Joaquin and Stanislaus 
counties would increase their transit connections with a BART station that is several miles closer 
to their cornmunities. For example, SIRTD ought to commit to providing daily, regular transit 
service through the Altamont Pass to Livermore BART, perhaps from Tracy via Mountain 
House. 


63.5 


The draft program EIR says that the Livermore BART extension may induce traffic demand on 
1-580 east of Greenville Road, providing worse traffic conditions through the Altamont region 
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3.2-68. This gives even more of a reason to increase the supply of supporting transit services 


63.5 than in the “No Build” alternative. See Figure 3.2-5 (1-580 Freeway Impacts Summary) on page 
rom the San Joaquin Valley to BART. 


most certainly should re-adjust its bus routes to connect the Isabel/I-580 or Isabel/Stanlcy station 
to downtown with regular, direct service to the central business district. Right now a trip 
between the (East) Dublin/Pleasanton BART station and the downtown Livermore Transit 
Center takes 40 minutes on the LAVTA No. 10 bus; this is absolutely absurd in comparison with 
a private automobile ride on a more direct route (15 to 20 minutes). My concern is that 
downtown Livermore would be served only by infrequent, circuitous bus routes were BART 


ore significantly, if the extension is not routed through downtown Livermore, then LAVTA 
stations to be built at only at Isabel/I-580 or at Isabel/Stanley. 


\vansfer from buses to BART in a more cost-effective manner. Many transit users woutd utilize 
both bus and BART more often if they could take a very short bus trip to BART and then take a 
one-station BART trip without paying the full fare to both agencies. For example, ridership 
between the two Livermore stations would increase if patrons who paid the full LAVTA fare to 
reach the eastern Livermore BART station could receive a discount on a BART trip to complete 
their trips to the western Livermore BART station. This could be a good way to decrease traffic 
on arterial roads around BART stations and to decrease parking demand at BART stations. | am 
sure that such a transfer system could be worked out in a cost-efficient manner with improving 
electronic fare/transfer card technology. 


also believe that BART ought to re-consider its transfer policy in order to allow patrons to 
63.7 


- Vv i a 4 


The Vasco Road station has been promoted by some who spoke at public hearings for its ‘in-fill” 
development potential. I believe that this issue needs to be analyzed more thoroughly. 


L agree that this station has great potential for serving commuters to Lawrence Livermore 
National Laboratory (L.L.N.L), but few, if any, of those workers are likely to walk from the 
BART station to work. They likely will use shuttle buses. If so, then the shuttle bus ride would 
be just a bit longer from the Greenville Road station. 

63.8 
The station site is now sandwiched between L.L.N.L. to the south and an industrial park to the 
north. I believe that there are relatively few employees per acre in the sprawling industrial park, 
I doubt that many of those employees would commute by BART, but perhaps LAVTA could (or 
businesses could band together to) provide new transit service to them, Aside from the 
proximity to L.L.N.L, and its status as an “end-of-the-linc” magnet attracting San Joaquin Valley 
commuters, this station strikes me as possibly another under-utilized BART station in the 
making, similar to South Hayward (does anyone working in the nearby industrial zone of 
Hayward really use it?) and North Concord stations. 


Residential developments associated with the Brisa Neighborhood Plan, if properly designed, 
63.9 | could attract new BART patronage, but I am initially skeptical. My instincts tell me that the 
Brisa Neighborhood would not be a true “transit village,” but merely a neighborhood that 
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happens to be close to BART, [ assume that 99% of households would be own and use 
automobiles because the nearest supermarket is more than one mile away and no schools are in 
63.9 |close proximity. 
cont, 
As for the industrial and commercial potential of the land around Vasco station, are nearby 
industrial land uses ever beneficial to BART? I could see a hotel being built there (with patrons 
arriving from airports by BART for business at the national laboratories), but the West 
Dublin/Pleasanton BART station hotel concept will be a good test case, Perhaps in 50 years the 
Vasco station could be the hub of a high-density office complex, but would the L.L.N.L. 
(assuming that it is still operating) want skyscrapers overlooking “secret” projects? 


Comment No. 4 ~ Traffic on Arterial Roadways 


(On a matter related to the Vasco Road station, I am skeptical regarding the analysis of traffic 
effects on nearby arterial roadways on and around page 3.2-83. | foresce lots of traffic from San 
oaquin Valley commuters headed to and from the Vasco station on both Greenville and Vasco 
roads. 
63.10 
raffic also may be a significant problem at the downtown Livermore station, but presumably 
most commuters from the San Joaquin Valley would use the eastern Livermore station. The 
downtown Livermore station would need to be situated in such manner that provides most 
effective ingress and egress. I assume that the main entrance would be on Railroad Avenue. 


Page 3.6-7: “Several buildings around the intersection of Livermore Avenue and First Street 
were used at various times as City Hall before it moved to South Livermore and Pacific Avenues 
in 1974.” The Livermore City Hall actually moved to South Livermore and Pacific Avenues in 
1979. 1 liked seeing such detailed discussion about the changing land use in downtown 
Livermore. 


= i i ibrati Waiti ¥4 


Section 3.10 on Noise and Vibration appears to focus exclusively on noise and vibration effects 
generated by the BART extension itself: the trains, the tracks and exhaust fans, etc. To the best 
of my knowledge, it is missing discussion about noise and vibration effects on BART riders at 
various proposed BART stations, especially those likely to be in or very near Interstate 580. 


63.12 The proposed [sabel/I-580 station appears to be the only one that would be within the freeway 
*!~ | median. The stations proposed for the Greenville Road area appear to be outside of the median, 
A problem with freeway median stations is that they place pedestrians into the very heart of “the 
automobile world.” Pedestrians feel out of place and tiny relative to their surroundings — many 
of these freeway median stations feel like small, loud islands in a giant river of concrete, rubber, 
steel and auto exhaust. To borrow from the book Gulliver’s Travels, BART patrons feel like 
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illiputians in a Brobdingnagian environment. The existing (East) Dublin/Pleasanton BART 
station can be an uncomfortable place to wait for a BART train, Ten or more lanes of freeway 
traffic whiz past just a few yards away at speeds sometimes exceeding 75 miles per hour. Many 
five-axlc trucks (c.g., “big rigs”) traverse Interstate 580, causing tots of noise and vibration as 
63.12 |they pass. In commute hours, cars sometimes idle there during back-ups, subjecting nearby 
cont. |BART patrons to clouds of noxious tailpipe fumes. 


If'a freeway median station is to be placed on the BART Livermore extension, then appropriate 
measures should be considered to mitigate the noise and other effects on patrons waiting on the 
BART platform. 


Many attendces at the public hearings made comments about the proposed routings through the 
“Chain of Lakes” area west of Livermore. I may have missed discussion in the Draft EIR about 
future plans for El Charro Road between 1-580 and Stanley Boulevard, 1 strongly recommend 
63.13 | that your review team ascertain future plans for the roadway. Presently it is a private road 
between Stanley Boulevard and its public terminus at the northern end of the aggregates plant 
property. It is my understanding that El Charro Road may someday be developed as a major 
arterial roadway through to Stanley Boulevard. If that is true, it ikely would influence access to 
any proposed Isabel/Stanley BART station, among other issues. Assuming that BART must 
adopt an alignment through the “Chain of Lakes” area, perhaps BART could coordinate location 
of the BART tracks in conjunction with location of El Charro Road, minimizing any disturbance 


to the future Chain of Lakes park, 
C No. 8 ~ BART Should Conduct Site Visits to “Chain of Lakes” and to Existing BART 


A model for the Livermore-Amador Valley “Chain of Lakes” park was the Quarry Lakes 
Regional Park, operated by the East Bay Regional Park District in Fremont. The BART line 
between Union City and Fremont runs directly along the entire easterly boundary of the Quarry 
63.14 | Lakes park, According to the park’s website (http://www.ebparks,org/parks/quarry_lakes), 
$ construction of the park began in 1997, twenty-five years after that BART fine opened in 1972, I 
first learned of the park’s existence when I looked out of a BART train window in 2000. 


I suggest that BART officials and advocates for the “Chain of lakes” park make site visits to 
Quarry Lakes Regional Park in Fremont and to the “Chain of Lakes” park site between 
Livermore and Pleasanton to evaluate the effects of a BART line directly adjacent to a quarry 
lakes-type of park. East Bay Regional Park District staff should be consulted about any effects 
that the BART line’s presence has had upon Quarry Lakes Regional Park planning and 
operations. 
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63.14 
cont. 


¢ Quarry Lakes Regional Park context is different than the “Chain of Lakes.” First, the 
Fremont BART line pre-dated the park by at least a quarter-century and therefore BART 
planners likely did not contemplate the future park's existence in the 1960s. Second, the BART 
line at Quarry Lakes runs along the park’s edge; at “Chain of Lakes,” BART would run through 
the park, 


Perhaps alignment of BART with an El Charro Road extension could mitigate any negative 
effects of a BART line through the “Chain of Lakes.” Another mitigation measure might be to 
place the BART line below grade in a long ditch. 


I could not find in the Draft Program EIR discussion about the basis for the ridership estimates 
on the BART Livermore extension, other than the summary on page 1-15. I wish to know the 
derivation of the 30,000 total entrances and exits per day statistic for the two stations on the 
extension. Outside of San Francisco, Oakland and Berkeley, | am unaware of any (wo 
neighboring BART stations that now have more than 30,000 total entrances and exits. See 
“BART Fiscal Year Weekday Average Exits,” http://www.bart.gov/docs/WeekdayExits. pdf. 
Any ridership estimates should take into account the fact that patronage at the Dublin/Pleasanton 
stations likely will decrease as most Livermore, Brentwood and San Joaquin Valley residents 
will shift to the new Livermore station(s). The existing (East) Dublin/Pleasanton station is 
among the busiest BART stations outside of San Francisco/Oakland/Berkeley, so the 30,000 
figure may be plausible. 


Again, I support the BART extension to Livermore, subject to its routing and other factors, | 
appreciate this opportunity to offer my comments. 


Sincerely, 


Qyaomn A Begs 


JASON A. BEZIS 


BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-336 


June 2010 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4 Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 


Letter 63 Jason Bezis 


63.1 


63.2 


63.3 


63.4 


63.5 


The travel demand modeling for the project was performed on a regional model that 
incorporated travel patterns of residents of all Bay Area counties, as well as flows in and 
out of the Bay Area from surrounding regions. The travel patterns of San J oaquin County 
residents accessing the proposed BART alternatives were included in the travel demand 
modeling and were identified in the Draft Program EIR on page 3.2-55 in Table 3.2-20. 
Please refer to Master Response 2 for a description of the methodology for the ridership 
estimation. Also see Section 1.4, which introduces a new alternative, Alternative 2b, that 
would provide a station in Downtown Livermore. One attraction of a downtown station is 
the potential for transit-oriented development (TOD) that would enhance the station area as 
an urban core reinforcing Livermore's existing center. Unlike the station sites on the 
periphery of Livermore, the Downtown Station would have limited parking and the 
emphasis would be on sustainable urban development and a more “walkable” community. 
For a discussion of project funding, please see M aster Response 8. 


As discussed in the Draft Program EIR, BART agrees with the comment that there are 
substantial benefits from a station in Downtown Livermore. The BART Board of Directors 
will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives and station location alternatives during 
the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


Alternatives 1a, 1b, and 2a would all provide a downtown station with a station further to 
the east as the terminus station. As noted in Response 63.1 above, a new alternative has 
been added to the EIR. This new alternative, Alternative 2b, has a downtown station 
combined with a station at Vasco Road, which would serve to “intercept” commuters 
arriving from the east. 


Comment noted regarding the Bothwell Arts Center. The text of footnote 12 on page 
3.2-42 of the Draft Program EIR is modified as follows: 


This complex includes the existing Bankhead T heater and Bothwell Arts Center 
and future 2,000-seat regional theater scheduled for completion in 2011. 


Please refer to the discussion on Connecting Transit which is on pages 3.2-131 to 3.2-138 
of the Draft Program EIR. As noted the MAX, SJRTD, and Tri Delta routes that traverse 
Altamont Pass and currently serve the existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station would be 
truncated to terminate at a future BART station located furthest to the east under each of 
the extension alternatives. Generally, this would result in a benefit for each of the 
operators as it would reduce the number of transit vehicle hours and miles required to 
provide the connecting service. The improved access to BART would also increase the 
ridership on these connecting services. Thus, the impact of the BART extensions on these 
operations would be beneficial, and none of the alternatives would be expected to have 


BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-337 


June 2010 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4 Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 


adverse impacts. The reduced service requirements and the increased ridership and 
farebox revenue may encourage these operators to increase the amount of service provided. 


63.6 Similar concerns were raised by the Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority 
(LAVTA) in their comment letter. Please refer to Response 21.1. 


63.7 BART works with local bus service providers, such as LAVTA, to increase efficiency for 
patrons. BART is currently working on advanced fare collection techniques similar to 
Translink that could be employed to allow a single fare collection system to be used for 
both BART and the local bus system; however, discounting BART fares for bus users is 
not being considered at this time. 


63.8 The Vasco Road Station is not considered to fulfill the function of an “infill” station. The 
Vasco Road Station was included in the analysis because it provided good access for 
commuters from the east and the potential for increased land use density and transit- 
oriented development in the future. The industrial land uses currently surrounding the site 
could evolve over time to provide the denser land uses envisioned to support the station. If 
the Vasco Road Station were constructed, it would be a multi-modal station with bus 
service by local providers, such as LAVTA, which typically realign existing bus routes to 
serve a new station. BART would welcome the use of additional transit service, such as 
shuttle buses by local employers that would enhance local transit service. The BART 
Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final 
hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


63.9 As stated in Section 3.3, Land Use, the Brisa Neighborhood Plan (BNP) is a conceptual 
framework for a 37.5-acre residential neighborhood of 510 dwelling units, two public 
parks, and an internal trail network (page 3.3-26, paragraph 4). The BNP is located 
adjacent to the Altamont Commuter Express (ACE) passenger platform and will be 
developed at a residential density of 14 to 18 dwelling units per acre, which is considered 
“Urban High Residential” by the City of Livermore. The BNP also includes a pathway 
network designed to facilitate pedestrian access to the ACE station. Regardless of whether 
it is labeled a “Transit Village,” planned housing development associated with the BNP 
was included in the analysis of MTC Resolution #3434 TOD Policy, as summarized in 
Table 5-4 (page 5-15). 


As this comment points out, the Vasco Road Station is surrounded primarily by industrial 
land (see Figure 3.3-1, page 3.3-5). Such uses do not help satisfy regional TOD policy, as 
it contributes, in part, to the fact that Alternatives 2 and 2a fall short of the MTC 
Resolution #3434 housing threshold as acknowledged in the Draft Program EIR. 
Currently, the only planned development in the station area is the BNP. However, land 
use evolves over time, and the current industrial uses could be superseded by higher 
density commercial and residential uses. 
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63.10 The evaluation of the traffic impacts of a Vasco Road Station as part of Alternatives 2 and 
2a takes into full consideration the impacts of the BART station-related traffic on Vasco 
Road and Greenville Road. For travelers using I-580 to access the BART station from the 
east, these two arterials would serve as primary access routes to the station. As shown in 
Figure 3.2-6 on page 3.2-83 of the Draft Program EIR, there would be impacts on Vasco 
Road that would cause unacceptable conditions. There would also be impacts on 
Greenville Road; however, these would not cause this route to experience a significant 
deterioration in traffic conditions compared to the No Build Alternative. 


The specific driveway access points for each of the proposed station sites have not yet been 
determined. Asa result, it is not certain whether the Downtown Livermore Station would 
have access from Railroad Avenue. A more detailed analysis, which would include 
driveway access points, would be part of a project-level EIR for the selected alternative. 


63.11 The comment is correct that the Draft Program EIR incorrectly identifies 1974 as the year 
the Livermore City Hall moved to its present location. The Livermore City M anager’s 
Office has confirmed that the correct year is 1978. As a result, the fifth sentence of the 
first paragraph on page 3.6-7 of the Draft Program EIR is revised as follows: 


Several buildings around the intersection of Livermore Avenue and First Street 
were used at various times as City Hall before it moved to South Livermore and 
Pacific Avenues in 1974 1978. 


63.12 The Draft Program EIR does not specifically address impacts to passengers at BART 
stations. The FTA guidance on assessing noise and vibration impacts focuses on hourly 
and daily noise impacts to sensitive receptors that are not on the transit system. The 
impacts to the passengers are expected to be similar to what is currently experienced by 
passengers at stations located within the median of a freeway such as at Rockridge, Orinda, 
and Lafayette. BART stations are designed to meet the BART Facility Standards. In 
particular, the Architecture Criteria of the standards specify design goals for maximum 
noise levels in stations. As an example, design features are incorporated to achieve the 
goal of not exceeding a noise level of 70 dBA at peak hour on the station platform resulting 
from traffic. Therefore, BART would incorporate acoustical features to minimize noise 
levels experienced by passengers. 


63.13 Please refer to Master Response 3 of this document, regarding the Chain of Lakes/E| 
Charro alignment. Master Response 3 discusses the current, private status of El Charro 
Road. As future plans for El Charro Road are only speculative at this time, analysis of 
public access to El Charro Road, or creation of a new, public access road through the 
Chain of Lakes area, is not included in this document. The City of Pleasanton’s General 
Plan shows that the eventual plan for El Charro Road is to construct the roadway on a new 
alignment that will extend directly north-south between |-580 and Stanley Boulevard. 
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63.14 


63.15 


Please refer to Master Response 3 of this document, regarding the Chain of Lakes/El 
Charro alignment. With regard to future recreational uses at the Chain of Lakes, BART 
acknowledges Zone 7’s present and future ownership interests in the Chain of Lakes area; 
the Draft Program EIR notes the area’s land use designation of Aggregate/W ater Resource 
(see Figure 3.3-1, page 3.3-5). However, as noted in Master Response 3, text has been 
changed in the Draft EIR to state that the specific details of the future recreational facilities 
envisioned by the Specific Plan for the Livermore Amador Valley Quarry Area Reclamation 
(LAVQAR) remain speculative at this time, and that an aerial structure would not 
necessarily detract from the proposed water storage and flood control facility, nor conflict 
with possible recreational uses considered for the mined-out quarry pits. This issue would 
be reevaluated in a BART to Livermore project-level EIR, if this alignment alternative is 
selected and the water storage and flood control facilities and recreational uses are in place 
at that time. 


As noted in the comment, new BART ridership would be approximately 30,000 new daily 
riders for several alternatives and would exceed 31,000 new daily riders for several 
alternatives, including Alternative 1 — Greenville East) and Alternative 2a — Downtown- 
Vasco. As illustrated in the footnote to Table 3.2-18 on page 3.2-54 of the Draft Program 
EIR, new BART riders are counted at their exit from the system, so that the 30,000 new 
daily riders represent 30,000 new person trips on the system resulting from the Livermore 
stations. This would mean that a commuter entering the BART system in Livermore and 
traveling to San Francisco would get counted as a new rider as he or she exits the system in 
San Francisco and counted a second time on the return trip to Livermore. For two-station 
alternatives, the new BART trips would be divided between the two stations. As noted in 
the comment, once the new stations opened, there would be some redistribution of 
passengers between the new stations and the existing stations. Please refer to M aster 
Response 2 in this document regarding the assumptions and methodology used for the 
ridership estimates. The existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station serves nearly 15,000 riders 
entering and exiting the station per day (see page 3.2-14 of the Draft Program EIR), and it 
is forecast to serve 26,400 riders in the year 2035 (Table 3.2-19, page 3.2-54 in the Draft 
Program EIR). Given this information, it is not unreasonable for two new extension 
stations to accommodate a combined total of between 33,600 to 38,100 riders for the two- 
station alternatives, or roughly 17,000 to 19,000 riders per station, per day in the year 
2035. 
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Letter 64 
fano9is@aol.com To info@baritolivermore.org 
01/18/2010 09:07 PM cc 

bee 


Subject BART concerns to be included in EIR report 


Mr. Quint; 
¢ are writing in regards to proposals for a downtown BART station. 


s owners of Livermore Veterinary Hospital (LVH) we have questions and concems, Our 
usiness address is 2494 Railroad Ave., and would definitely be impacted by any downtown 
tation, 


VH was established over 55 years ago and is a successful business in Livermore, Our client 
se spans generations and we have clients coming from outside of the city, from as far away as 
lalf Moon Bay. 


f not for contact from one of our clients, we would not be aware that a downtown BART station 
is proposed. One of our employees lives near the hospital, and also was unaware of any 
roposals. 


We attended a meeting in Livermore in December, and while it was an El meeting, we heard a tot 
fcomments against a downtown station, 


In reading an article in the Plcasanton Weekly dated January |, 2010, it states that a downtown 
BART station was largely panned by residents, while extension plans keeping the tracks along 
580 was favored. 


We hope that the city council and BART will take into consideration that long time, established 

businesses, as well as residents Will definitely be impacted (whether it's being displaced or 

having to live with tracks and/or station in the neighborhood) on the hope that a downtown 
tation will bring business and visitors into Livermore. 


hat exact addresses of businesses and residences will be affected by land needed for a 
downtown station? 


What steps will be taken for relocation of businesses and residents should the downtown station 
happen? 


Our present location on Railroad Ave. is well placed for our clients and to other veterinary 


hospitals in town. 


Thank you for your attention to our concerns. We would appreciate a quick response so we 
know our e-mail was received. 


BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments 


June 2010 


Page 4-341 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4 Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 


Linda Bloomfield, DVM 
Pamela Baak, RVT 
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Letter 64 Linda Bloomfield and Pamela Baak 


64.1 


64.2 


BART conducted an outreach program that included mailers to all addresses within at least 
one-half mile of the various alignments, a target area that included portions of the 94568, 
94588, 94566, 94551, and 94550 zip codes, as well as notices about the project and project 
meetings in local newspapers. Many comments were received during the public comment 
period both for and against a Downtown Livermore Station. As discussed in Section 3.4 of 
the Draft Program EIR, there would be property acquisitions for all the extension 
alignments, and the potential acquisitions for each alternative are listed by parcel number in 
Appendix C of the Draft Program EIR. Construction impacts of the various alignments are 
discussed in Section 3.16 of the Draft Program EIR. The impacts of the Downtown 
Livermore Station are discussed further in M aster Response 5 of this document. 


The Draft Program EIR identifies the assessor parcel number (APNs) for all impacted 
properties in Appendix C of the Draft Program EIR. Note that a single parcel can have 
multiple addresses; as such, APNs are generally preferred as a means of identifying 
impacted properties. In addition to the list of APNs, the EIR contains detailed maps 
showing the footprint of all alignments, stations, and maintenance yards. These maps are 
found in the Draft Program in EIR Section 2, Alternatives (see Figures 2-2 through 2-18). 
To mitigate impacts to displaced businesses and residents, the Draft Program EIR identifies 
Mitigation Measure PH-2.1 on page 3.4-23, which outlines procedures for property 
acquisition and relocation assistance. 
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BART to Livermore Extension Program 
Draft Program Environmental impact Report (PEIR) 
Comments 


Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions concerning the Draft PEIR of the BART to 
Livermore Extension. (Name and contact information optional.) 


Name (please print: Ken Girrad/ey _ Organization/Business: A vi2 Teupes Kees 
Address: /3 32 Concannon Lleod City: L. vermove State: C4 Zip: OYS3~0 
Phone: 72S" ¢¥ 7 2367 Emait_ Kewa avin @O Mism tees 
COMMENTS / QUESTIONS: 

tiple uel cat, aT 


eS 


Liv “conbgt lier shop 2 
12/14/04 
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Letter 65 Ken Bradley 


65.4 


The commentor references articles that identify health problems near major transportation 
corridors in the Bay Area and appears to be concerned over toxic air contaminants (TACs) 
near major transportation corridors. Toxic air contaminants are discussed on page 3.11-30 
of the Draft Program EIR. As an electrically-powered transit system, the BART extension 
alternatives are not expected to generate substantial amounts of air toxics. 


As noted on page 3.11-13 and 3.11-14 in the Draft Program EIR, the California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) has released their Air Quality and Land Use Handbook, which 
identifies potentially significant health risks for sensitive receptors near high traffic 
freeways and roads. CARB recommends specific buffer zones between these sources and 
nearby sensitive receptors (500 feet for freeways). As noted on page 3.11-14, the 
extension alternatives would not directly construct new residential uses within 500 feet of a 
freeway, but that transit-oriented development may occur around stations within 500 feet of 
1-580 under some alternatives. Refer to Section 5, Program Merits, of the Draft Program 
EIR for information on how CARB’s guidelines could affect future development around the 
stations along |-580. 
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To info@bartoltvermore.org 


ce 
bee 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Subma& Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Thursday, January 21, 2010 at 21:16:37 


First Name: Bob 
Last Name: Brignano 
Email: bbrignano@yahoo.com 


Message: The maps show the existing streets, housing, etc., but they do not 
include planned developments that will be impacted by some of the routes. I 

66.1 understand that that the City of Pleasanton plans to extend Stoneridge Drive 

. to El Charro Road and have new residential and commercial development in the 

area (Stapes Ranch). Explain why the maps and studies do not include such 
well-known future work that will be so significantly affected by some of the 
routes. ‘This impacts alternatives 1A, 18, 2A, 3A, and 5. With the amount of 
time it will take to complete the BART extension, the streets, housing, etc. 
will be significantly different than what is shown throughout the EIR. Why 
not include that? 


fable 3.4-3 showing employment in the area includes only the employed people 
at Los Pesitas College. There are significantly more people at that location 

66.2 as students. If the purpose of the employment table is to show people who 
will be in the area on a daily basis, it seems appropriate to add the students 
to the tally. Please explain. 


Submit: Submit 


oe as oe SSS 08825 6S 6 SRR S68 BS SS 8 


REMOTE_ADDR: 149,136.25.254 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 6.0; Windows NT 5.1; SVl; .NET 
CLR 1.1.4322; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; .NET CLR 3.0.04506.30; .NET CLR 
3.0.04506.648; .NET CLR 3.0.4506.2152; .NET CLR 3.5.30729) 


BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-346 
June 2010 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4 Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 


Letter 66 Bob Brignano 


66.1 Please refer to Master Response 4 of this document, for a discussion of impacts to the 
planned development at the Staples Ranch site. 


66.2 This commentor requests that student enrollment data for Las Positas College be added to 
Table 3.4-3 of the Draft Program EIR. Las Positas College currently enrolls 
approximately 8,800 day and evening students. This information will be added as a 
footnote to the table, as shown below. 


Major Livermore Employers iat ee RT to Livermore Stations, 2009 
Radial 
Number of Distance 
Company Use Employees Nearest Station (miles) 

Activant Solutions Business Services 363 Greenville East 0.19 
Costco Wholesale Retail 245 Isabel/|-580 0.40 
Las Positas College? Community College 490 Isabel/l-580 0.60 
City of Livermore Government 656 Downtown Livermore 0.70 
Livermore Area Rec. & Park District Government 508 Downtown Livermore 0.73 
Valley Care Health System M edical Office 1,300 Downtown Livermore 0.78 
W alM art Stores Retail 265 Downtown Livermore 0.82 
K aiser Permanente H ealth Center M edical Office 130 Downtown Livermore 0.84 
Lowe’s Home Improvement Store Retail 150 Downtown Livermore 0.94 
Target Retail 185 Downtown Livermore 1.19 
Topcon Positioning Systems M anufacturing 394 Vasco Road 0.12 
Johnson Controls, Inc. M anufacturing 279 Vasco Road 0.20 
Lawrence Livermore Natl. Lab. Government R&D 8,750 Vasco Road 0.30 
M cGrath RentCorp Equipment R ental 185 Vasco Road 0.36 
Valmark Industries M anufacturing 180 Vasco Road 0.38 
K aiser Permanente Distribution Ctr. W arehouse and 675 Vasco Road 

Distribution 0.55 
Sandia National Laboratory Government R&D 910 Vasco Road 1.00 
Form Factor Manufacturing/R&D 1,000 Vasco Road 1.16 
W ente Vineyards Winery 676 Vasco Road 2.04 


Sources: City of Livermore, Economic Development Department, 2009; Las Positas Community College, 2009; BAE, 2009. 
Notes: 
a. _Las Positas College currently enrolls approximately 8,800 day and evening students. 
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BART to Livermore Extension Program 
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Comments 


Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions concerning the Draft PEIR of the BART to 
Livermore Extension, (Name and contact information optional.) 


Name (please print): [ep Rowe _ Organization/Business: 
Address: Gosetlecvst S37 City: 2 (ASTALORE State: CA zip. 24 SS/ 


Phone: 9 37¥B-Gs/SB —_—_—Emait:_Ke browalee @ comcast . net 


COMMENTS / QUESTIONS: 


To STRONGLY ORPOSE A EY AOA) THAT Ge UNDSPCAUD 


/ eur Ww, upire C VE! 
Duce 4 N STRUCTION WoUul ea O. < 


__diewrp 4uctity pcpvee PLORT Y UNCUES 


/ 


66A.1 
Be, Vy D wv ve ¢ 


eu AcecHo e Baer Ctal Cinlec$ UP as 
THE w & © pUAD Jo PRONSArIOD Deesas\7 
HWE A Dike DocuNpw) Rev re; 


My Ppecraece 15 “Acnanprus te Lis escms 


——> 


=— GART to Livermore Extension Program 
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Letter 66A Ted Brownlee 


66A.1 


Please refer to Section 3.16, Construction Impacts, in the Draft Program EIR regarding 
the potential for construction-period impacts. Refer to Section 3.2, Transportation, in the 
Draft Program EIR and Master Response 5 of this document regarding traffic impacts in 
the downtown area. A change in property values, in itself, is not considered an 
environmental impact under CEQA. The BART Board of Directors will consider the 
merits of the alignment alternatives and station locations during the final hearing to select a 
preferred alternative. 
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() To info@bantotivermore.org 
11/17/2009 11:35 AM ce 
bec 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
{} on Tuesday, November 17, 2009 at 12:35:25 


First_Name: David 

Last_Name: Brusiee 

Email: dbrusiee@comcast.net 

Message: Questions regarding the Bart to Livermore Program. 


67.1 FINANCIALS: How much money has been allocated for this project? How much 
‘!) money have Livermore and Pleasanton residents contributed via taxes so far? 
When will financial estimates be ready for each option? 


67.2 | USAGE: How many riders are expected to use this extension per each of the next 
10 years? How many cars will be dedicated for this line? 


67.3 | FARES: What is the future outlook for costs to maintain the entire BART system 
and fees for ridership? 


FUTURE: What are the plans or thoughts regarding connecting BART to Tracy, 
67.4] Brentwood or existing Bart line further north? What are the plans or thoughts 
about running BART down the middle of 680? 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 67.164.102.25 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 {compatible; MSIE 8.0; Windows NT 6.0; 
Trident/4.0; GTB6; SLCC1; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; Media Center PC 5.0; .NET CLR 
1.1.4322; .NET CLR 3.5.30729; .NET CLR 3.0.30729; OfficeLiveConnector.1.4; 
OfficeLivePatch.1,3) 
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Letter 67 David Brusiee 


67.1 A funding plan has not yet been developed for the project-level design. Please refer to 
Master Response 8 of this document for a more detailed discussion of this issue and for a 
discussion of the amount of local sales tax and property tax paid to BART. 


67.2 The estimated number of riders that would use the BART extension to Livermore ranges 
from 23,100 to 38,100 for the various alternatives in the year 2035 (see Table 3.2-19 on 
page 3.2-62 of the Draft Program EIR). Estimates of ridership over the next ten years 
were not developed as part of the Draft Program EIR since it is very unlikely that a project 
of this nature and magnitude could be implemented within that timeframe. The number of 
additional BART cars required for each of the alternatives ranges from 54 to 89 (see Table 
3.2-24 on page 3.2-54 of the Draft Program EIR). This number includes the cars needed 
to serve the extension, cars need to provide added capacity on the existing BART system, 
and spare vehicles to allow for car maintenance. 


67.3 The Short Range Transit Plan and Capital Improvement Program (SRTP/CIP) provides an 
analysis of BART's funding needs, priorities, and funding strategies for its operations 
through FY 2017 and for its capital programs through FY 2032. It is available on the 
BART website (bart.gov/docs/FINAL_FY08 SRTP_CIP). Future fares would be set by 
the BART Board, based on a variety of factors, including labor costs, equipment 
replacement and system upgrades, and ridership at the time. Any fares for an extension to 
Livermore would be consistent with BART’s distance-based fare policy. Estimates of 
potential fares were provided in Table 2-3 (page 2-53) of the Draft Program EIR. For 
example, the one-way fare from Downtown Livermore to Embarcadero Station in San 
Francisco was estimated to be $5.65. 


67.4 As discussed on page 2-64 of the Draft Program EIR, there was a suggestion during the 
scoping process to focus on extending BART directly to the Central Valley rather than 
devote effort to providing for a BART-ACE connection. While the City of Tracy’s 
representatives expressed some interest in a potential BART extension, the representatives 
of the San J oaquin Council of Governments and the San J oaquin Regional Rail Commission 
noted that their current policies and program objectives all involve efforts to support the 
continued operation and improvement of the ACE commuter rail service that links San 
Joaquin County with the Bay Area. Because the county agencies did not express interest in 
altering their objectives to fund a BART extension, a BART extension to San Joaquin 
County was not included in this Program EIR. It should be noted that none of the 
alternatives evaluated in this Program EIR would preclude a future BART extension into 
San J oaquin County in the future. 


There are currently no plans to look at BART extensions in the center of |-680, either north 
or south of Dublin/Pleasanton. Consistent with the September 2007 MTC Regional Rail 
Plan, BART is considering a study of the potential extension of the eBART line beyond the 
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currently approved eastern terminus at Hillcrest Station in Antioch. The study would look 
at extending eBART service easterly along the State Route 4 corridor, which includes 
Brentwood. An eBART extension to Tracy, which is outside of the BART district, was 
considered a future project in the Regional Rail Plan and is not contemplated in the near 
term. 
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mn 


» Buckley To |INFO@BARTTOLIVERMORE.ORG 
uckley.rich@gmail.com> 
ce Peter Buckley <buckrealty@sbegiodal.net> 
12/08/2009 06:53 AM -_ ss ™ 
Subject ATTENTION PLEASE: BART PLANNING DEPARTMENT, 
MALCOM QUINT 
December 8, 2009 


Memo Re: BART Extension to Livermore 
Attention Please: Malcom Quint, BART PLANNING DEPARTMENT 


For many years I have been visuatizing the benefits and determents (technical problems) of 
bringing BART to our downtown Livermore. I’ve looked at a lot of options including just the 
freeway option. I’ve owned property in downtown Livermore. My primary interest lies in seeing 
a successful 2500 seat performing arts center, which is the real soul of the community. I never 
thought or anticipated this opportunity to contribute ideas for BART might arise again after the 
city last closed off consideration of such an option and pushed the freeway plan forward as our 
“official” position a couple of years back. Bringing BART downtown — underground ~ is our 
once in a fifetime chance to do this right. Bring it and place it underground through Livermore's 
residential areas and downtown Core with stops along the way (see attached schematic), 
Resurface the line somewhere after before North Mines Road. 


BART brought to the downtown within a safe, well lighted, busy, short pedestrian-friendly 
corridor of walking, will bencfit the new larger regional performing arts center, It is important we 
capitalize on public transportation to the extent possible to support this performing arts center 
With its new 2500+- seat forum. 


There is a community preference for low profile buildings in our downtown, over towering 
shadow-casters and windy eddies around lonely sky-scapes surrounded in sterile concrete. We 
are not even comfortable with advice from our own downtown core consultants, Freedman, 
Tung, & Bottemley who tell us, I paraphrase: “If you ask us, we will push as much residential 
into as many buildings as you can politically tolerate, into the downtown, .... so you guys here in 
Livermore set the limits, Don't ask us to set the limits,” Livermore likes lower profile buildings 
in the downtown or taller buildings with visual set-backs to reduce the apparent height, which we 
tend to limit under 60° no matter what. 


We continuously demonstrate in public hearings we harbor emotional limits on the height 
of structures we erect and their density, so keeping lower profiles is better for the calming of our 
spirits. Therefore, build low impact stations (non-commuter oriented) in the core downtown area 
to support our regional performing arts center, Plan a higher impact, New Metro-Center on about 
100+- Acres of under utilized properties (see schematic attached page) on the triangle bounded 
by our major traffic carriers: (A) First Street, (B) North Mines Road, and the (C) Railroad 
Right-of-Way. 

68.2 


Place BART lines underground as you approach the residential areas of Livermore coming in 
from Pleasanton and Dublin, Resurface somewhere in the 100+- Acre, New Metro-Center. 
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REALITY CHECK NO. 1: 


(A) People take BART to San Francisco dressed up for their events they are attending 
downtown SF, 


(B) People do not dress up for an event, take BART to the middle of a freeway, then ride 
a public bus to an event, 


68.2. | REALITY CHECK NO. 2: 


cont. 
(A) What about tunneling costs? Ask Bechtel Tudor Brinkehoff about their Berkeley 
tunneling for BART. 


(B) A tunneling engineer I met told me that tunneling engineering has become so well 
developed (since the days that Bechtel Tudor Brinkerhoff built BART) that it is the 
cheapest way to build routes, I defer to the engineers on this important point, 


(C) Consider what was done in Disneyland at their new California Hotel. Consult the 
designers and consultants that did the promenade all in commercial, all low profile,(click 


link:) between the Hotels and California Adventure Land ... it is a bustling, open 
air entertainment and outdoor shopping mall. 


This New Metro-Center is quite adequate to receive, park, and serve high volumes of teaffic: 
vehicle, bus-transfer, Bart Rail, to a master planned, facility, Importantly such a plan transfers 
the fear of BART noise and visual BART pollution from our downtown and residential 
neighborhoods, where the community of Livermore continuously expresses a strong preference 
to maintain low profile buildings (under 60-feet), with larger visual sky-scapes. 


Rich Buckley, Broker-Realtor 
Rich Buckley Realty 

411 South L Street, Suite C 
Livermore, CA 94550-4433 
wow, B 

DRE Lic. No. 336569 

Ofc. 925-443-1122 

Cel, 925-216-4378 
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Letter 68 Rich Buckley 


68.1 


68.2 


This comment advocates a downtown station in Livermore and presents suggested land use 
and building height regulations for Downtown Livermore. As discussed in the Draft 
Program EIR, BART agrees with the comment that there are substantial benefits from a 
station in Downtown Livermore. If the Livermore extension program goes forward, the 
City of Livermore, in collaboration with BART, will develop a Ridership Development 
Plan (RDP) that would revise existing land use densities to encourage transit-oriented 
development at higher densities and move away from auto-dependent suburban 
development. The commenter’s suggestions do not concern the adequacy of the Draft 
Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA, but may be addressed by the City of 
Livermore during the RDP process. The BART Board of Directors will consider the 
merits of the alignment alternatives and station locations during the final hearing to select a 
preferred alternative. 


This comment concerns the merits of the City of Livermore developing a suggested new 
“M etro Center” downtown in the area bounded by First Street, North Mines Road, and the 
Union Pacific right-of-way, and then serving that location with a tunneled BART alignment 
and station. This suggestion would be a variation on Alternative 3, with the “M etro- 
Center” located in the same vicinity as where Alternative 3 envisioned the maintenance 
yard. However, as a result of public input, an additional alternative has been added to the 
EIR analysis, Alternative 2b — Downtown-V asco which would combine the 1-580 median 
and Portola-] unction Avenue alignment to a downtown station with an alignment along the 
UPRR tracks to a station and maintenance yard at Vasco Road. As noted in Response 
68.1, the commenter’s suggestions do not concern the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR 
or BART’s compliance with CEQA, but may be addressed by the City of Livermore during 
the RDP process. The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment 
alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


The Draft Program EIR addresses tunneling costs in the alternative alignments that include 
below-grade guideway sections (Alternatives 3 and 2b). For the purposes of the Draft 
Program EIR, the worst case for tunneling from an environmental impact standpoint was 
chosen: cut-and-cover construction (see page 3.16-2). It is possible that at the project-level 
different tunneling technologies could be analyzed—some of which have different costs 
than cut-and-cover construction (that is, tunnel boring machine technology). 


BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-356 


June 2010 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 


4 Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 


0 To ino@bantolivermore.org 
/ 01/15/2010 08:34 AM ce 
bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Friday, January 15, 2010 at 09:34:11 


First_Name: Rich 

Last_Name: Buckley 

Emsil: buckley.rich@gmail.com 

Message: December 8, 2009 and again Jan 15, 2010 with 2 additional comments. 


Memo Re: BART Extension to Livermore 
Attention Please: Malcom Quint, BART PLANNING DEPARTMENT 


For many years I have been visualizing the benefits and determents (technical 
problems) of bringing BART to our downtown Livermore. I’ve looked at a lot of 
options including just the freeway option. I've owned property in downtown 
Livermore. My primary interest lies in seeing a successful 2500 seat 
performing arts center, which is the real soul of the community. I never 
thought or anticipated this opportunity to contribute ideas for BART might 
arise again after the city last closed off consideration of such an option ami 
pushed the freeway plan forward as our “official” position 4 couple of years 
back. Bringing BART downtown — underground - is our once in a lifetime chance 
to do this right. Bring it and place it underground through Livermore’s 
residential areas amd downtown Core with stops along the way (see attached 
schematic). Resurface the line somewhere after before North Mines Road. 


BART brought to the downtown within a safe, well lighted, busy, short 
pedestrian-friendly corridor of walking, will benefit the new larger regional 
performing arts center. It is important we capitalize on public transportation 
to the extent possible to support this performing arts center with its new 
2500+- seat forum. 


There is 4 community preference for low profile buildings in our downtown, 
over towering shadow-casters and windy eddies around lonely sky-scapes 
surrounded in sterile concrete. We sre not even comfortable with edvice from 
our ovn downtown core consultants, Freedman, Tung, & Bottemley ( 

http://www, ftscities. com/index. html) who tell us, I paraphrase: “If 
you esk us, we will push as much residential into as many buildings as you can 
politically tolerate, into the downtown. .... so you guys here in Livermore 
set the limits. Don't ask us to set the limits.” Livermore likes lower profile 
buildings in the downtown or taller buildings with visual set-backs to reduce 
the apparent height, which we tend to limit under 60’ no matter what. 


We continuously demonstrate in public hearings we harbor emotional limits on 
the height of structures we erect and their density, so keeping lower profiles 
is better for the calming of our spirits. Therefore, build low impact stations 
(non-commuter oriented) in the core downtown area to support our regional 
performing arts center. Plan a higher impact, New Metro-Center on about 100+- 
Acres of under utilized properties (see schematic attached page) on the 
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69.1 


69.2 


triangle bounded by our major traffic carriers: (A) First Street, (B) North 
Mines Road, and the (C) Railroad Right-of-Way. 


Place BART lines underground as you approach the residential areas of 
Livermore coming in from Pleasanton and Dublin. Resurface somewhere in the 
100+- Acre, New Metro-Center. 


REALITY CHECK NO. 1: 


(A) People take BART to San Francisco dressed up for their events they are 
attending downtown SF. 


(B) People do not dress up for an event, take BART to the middle of « freeway, 
then ride a public bus to an event. 


REALITY CHECK NO. 2: 


(A) What about tunneling costs? Ask Bechtel Tudor Brinkehoff ( 
http: //en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bechtel ) about their Berkeley tunneling for 
BART. 


(5B) A tunneling engineer I met told me that tunneling engineering has become 
30 well developed (since the days that Bechtel Tudor Brinkerhoff built BART) 

that it is the cheapest way to build routes, I defer to the engineers on this 
important point. 


(C) Consider what waz done in Disneyland at their new California Hotel. 
Consult the designers and consultants that did the promenade all in 
commercial, all low profile, (click link 

{http://maps. google. com/maps?f=qssource=s_qéhl=ensq=Disneyland, tAnaheim, +Orang 
e,+Californina&sl1=37. 678445, -121. 770422ésspn=0. 016779, 0. 02615 7sie=UTFS éod=lige 
ocode=FerpAwidz LP4-Agsplit-Othq=thnear=Disneyland, +Anahein, +Orange,+California 
&£11=33. 808885, -117. 921414spn=0. 002202,0.0042926t=héz=19] between the Hotels 
and California Adventure Land... it is a bustling, open air entertainment and 
outdoor shopping mall. 


This New Metro-Center is quite adequate to receive, park, and serve high 
volumes of traffic: vehicle, bus-transfer, Bart Rail, to a master planned, 
facility. Importantly such 4 plan transfers the fear of BART noise and visual 
BART pollution from our downtown and residential neighborhoods, where the 
community of Livermore continuously expresses a strong preference to maintain 
low profile buildings (under 60-feet), with larger visual sky-scapes. 


Two additional important comments: (1) Pleasanton'’s recently reported (The 
Independent, issue Jan 14, 2010) fears and concerns over part coming off of 
haro Road can be mitigated visually and through sound reduction by 

er-grounding from the freeway in. (2) The placement of any proposed BART 
storage yard and repair yard should not be near any residential property as it 
examples of existing BART storage yards in the Fremont-Milpitas area indicates 
quit visually that the yard changes the character of the abutting 
neighborhoods into an industrial if not heavy-industrial zone. The most 
receptive location to place such a proposed storage yard is well east of Vasco 
Road area. 


It is important I believe for Livermore residents to find the will to support 
uncder-gounding BART into the downtown Livermore area and convincing our 
reluctant Alameda County Supervisors that good planning will mitigate the 
issues raised by the City of Pleasanton. 


Submit: Submit 
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Letter 69 Rich Buckley 


69.1 


69.2 


Please see responses to Comment L etter 68. In addition, this comment suggests the use of 
a tunnel to mitigate the concerns of the City of Pleasanton of an elevated alignment along 
El Charro Road. Placing the BART guideway in a subway along E! Charro Road would 
reduce noise and visual impacts related to the proposed aerial alignment. However, the 
land along El Charro Road is currently largely undeveloped or in agricultural or quarry 
use. An aerial BART alignment would not have significantly affected the existing uses and 
therefore, the Draft Program EIR did not consider a subway. A subway also would 
increase construction costs and construction impacts for this alignment. If this alignment is 
chosen by the BART Board as the preferred alternative, it is likely that it would require 
additional analysis in the project-level EIR/EIS, including analysis of vertical alignment 
(subway, aerial) configurations. For additional information on the program’s effects on the 
Chain of Lakes and Staples Ranch, please see M aster Responses 3 and 4, respectively. 


The Draft Program EIR fully assesses the impacts of each proposed maintenance yard. Of 
the three yards, both the Vasco Y ard and the Greenville Y ard are located east of V asco 
Road, the location preferred by this comment. The Portola/Railroad Y ard is located just 
east of Downtown Livermore. As a result of the location of the Portola/Railroad Y ard, 
Alternatives 3 and 3a would have potentially significant impacts related to land use 
incompatibility (see Table 3.3-6, page 3.3-36). As summarized in Table 3.3-7 (page 
3. 3-38), this finding of significance is based on the fact that the maintenance yard would be 
adjacent an historic residential neighborhood, and may disturb those residences and 
adversely affect the residential setting (page 3.3-47, paragraph 1). The BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives, including the maintenance 
facilities, during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 
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70.1 


70.3 


70.4 


“Alan Burnham” To <inlo@banttolivermore.ceg> 
<akburmham@comcast.net> a 


bee 
Subject Comments on BART extension 


11/28/2009 02:09 PM 


| am writing to express my agreement with the majority of public comments at your recent hearing that 
BART should stay on the freeway when it is extended to Livermore. | have several reasons. 


1. | expect it would be substantially cheaper and therefore have a better chance of actually 
happening. 

2. Downtown Livermore streets are nct capable of handling anymore traffic, and to the extent that a 
station there would increase downtown traffic, itis a bad idea. 

3. A freeway station at |-580 and Greenville would better encourage central valley commuters to exit 
the freeway and relieve freeway congestion, which is absolutely terrible between Livermore and 
Pleasanton. 

4. An Isabelle station would be primarily for the benefit of locals, Just avoiding the metering lights 
makes taking BART worth considering. 


| also assert that Livermore should have no more than two stations. Having too may stations actually 
discourages some riders, like me, who go long distances on BART. Each stop adds time to the trip and 
akes BART less attractive. 


y way of background, | should say that | have paid BART taxes for 32 years, and | have ridden BART on 
average less than once a year. When | have, it was often a bad experience. Parking at Bayfair years 
ago was a problem, and when BART was extended to Pleasanton, it was a problem there, also. A few 
times | circled the lots and could not find a place. | concluded that even trying to take BART was largely a 
waste of time. That may have changed recently with the new parking structure in Pleasanton, but | have 
not used BART since it opened. | find it ridiculous that BART consultants recently said that providing 
parking is too expensive and that ndership should draw from development around the station. If BART 
taxes were restricted to those living within walking distance of the stations, | would be more receptive to 
that comment. Did the consultants compare the parking cost to the cost of providing new freeways for 
drivers? if BART is not cost competitive to building freeways and bridges, why not just get rid of it 
together? 


The extension of BART to SFO sounded like a good idea, but | find it useless from Livermore. First, ifmy 
flight is late in the morning, | have to drive to Pleasanton and deal with freeway traffic and parking. Of 
course, if | take an early flight, BART is not running yet, and if | come home too late, it isn't running then 
either. BART is very noisy going through the tube and several other places. Also, | have to change trains 
and waste another 15 minutes each way. All in all, it is far too much time wasted to be worth any cost 
savings to me. Having a BART station in Livermore and having the train go directly to SFO could change 
he balance. 


am also concemed that BART police have not been treated fairly when things have gone wrong 
handling disruptive people. | suspect the vast majority of riders do not want disruptive people handied 
with kid gloves, and a failure to keep BART safe will certainly discourage me and others from using it. 
The recent video of this week's incident can more likely be interpreted as the drunken man lunging away 
from the policeman towards the window than being pushed. The shooting of Oscar Grant was very 
unfortunate, but filing charges of murder against the officer is absurd. Involuntary manslaughter, maybe, 
but no way murder. | think BART should be more proactive at stating that unruly people are not wanted 
on the trains by either BART or nearly all its passengers, and if they don't want to be arrested, they 

ould stay away. 


Alan Burnham 
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Letter 70 Alan Burnham 


70.1 


70.2 


70.3 


70.4 


This comment concerns the merits of alternatives that stay in the median of |-580. The 
BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the 
final hearing to select a preferred alternative. The traffic impacts of the extension 
alternatives are addressed in the Draft Program EIR. A summary of the freeway impacts is 
provided in Figure 3.2-5 on page 3.2-68. The figure illustrates that the alternatives with a 
station on the freeway do perform well in reducing freeway congestion. Traffic impacts in 
Downtown Livermore are also addressed (see pages 3.2-78 through 3.2-131 of the Draft 
Program EIR). Those alternatives with a downtown station will generate increased traffic 
on downtown streets; however, the magnitude of the increase would not be sufficient to 
create significant new adverse traffic impacts. 


The purpose and scope of the Draft Program EIR was to provide a basis for the comparison 
of alternatives for a BART extension to Livermore. It was not intended to compare a 
BART to Livermore extension with the cost of building additional freeway lanes. It is 
appropriate to note that each of the BART alternatives that were studied would provide for 
reduced traffic and improved travel conditions on I-580. Regarding the availability of 
BART parking, the procedure used to model the demand for access to BART assumed that 
an unconstrained supply of parking would be provided at the new stations, with the 
exception of the Downtown Livermore Station. The amount of parking proposed for each 
of the non-downtown stations is sufficient to accommodate all of the year 2035 demand. 


Please see Response 70.2 regarding availability of BART parking. The remainder of this 
comment concerns the commentor’s experience in using BART services to travel to San 
Francisco International Airport, and does not concern the adequacy of the Draft Program 
EIR or BART's compliance with CEQA. No further response is warranted. 


Please see the Draft Program EIR, pages 3.13-13 through 3.13-15, regarding police and 
security issues for the alignment alternatives. The remainder of this comment concerns the 
commentor’s opinion of events involving BART police, and does not concern the adequacy 
of the Draft Program EIR or BART's compliance with CEQA. No further response is 
warranted. 
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0 To into@bantolivermore.org 
01/20/2010 10:30 AM ce 
bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Wednesday, January 20, 2010 at 11:30:17 


First Name: Robert 
Last_Name: Canning 
Email: r.canning@sbcglobal.net 


essage: While there is some attraction to having BART go to downtown 
Livermore, if that is the route selected, there will be extensive noise 
impacting older residential areas as well as increased traffic. The parking 
in downtown Livemore is already tight and having an em of line Bart station 
ill increase the the traffic flow from the freeway to get to the station. 


s well, the route down Isabel Ave will transect the Chain of Lakes. This 
oute may negatively impact the water quality. 


ontinuing BART along the freeway and connecting to the VASCO ACE train 
station will faciliate commuting from the Central Valley, reduce the surface 
street traffic and minimize the impact on existing residential areas. 


Bart to Livermore is long overdue. But it needs to be located in a logical, 
smart fashion ami to the benefit of all travelers, not to facilitate a small 
special interest's desires. 


REMOTE ADDR: 12.155.161.34 
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Letter 71 Robert Canning 


Wd 


Ti? 


v1.3 


This comment concerns the merits of a downtown station in Livermore. Please see M aster 
Response 5 of this document for a discussion of impacts related to the Downtown 
Livermore Station. 


The commentor notes that the route down Isabel Avenue would affect the Chain of Lakes. 
Although five of the alternatives cross over the Chain of Lakes, no ‘down Isabel A venue’ 
alternative has been identified. Potential direct and indirect effects of each alternative on 
the Chain of Lakes were identified in Table 3.8-6 and Table 3.8-7 of the Draft Program 
EIR in the ‘Lakes/Ponds (acres)’ column (see pages 3.8-25 and 3.8-26). Impact HY -5 
(Violation of Legal Requirements, Water Quality Standards, or Waste Discharge 
Requirements) analyzes potential impacts associated with all alternatives on the Chain of 
Lakes water quality (see page 3.8-50 to 3.8-55). As noted in Impact HY -5, compliance 
with existing regulatory requirements and BART Facility Standards would minimize 
potential impacts, and impacts would be less than significant. 


This comment concerns the merits of connecting BART to ACE at the Vasco Road Station 
in Livermore. The traffic impacts of the extension alternatives are addressed in the Draft 
Program EIR. Traffic impacts in Downtown Livermore are also addressed (see pages 
3.2-78 through 3.2-131 of the Draft Program EIR). Those alternatives with a downtown 
station will generate increases traffic on downtown streets; however, the magnitude of the 
increase would not be sufficient to create significant new adverse traffic impacts. The 
BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives and station 
locations during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 
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<casamajor@earthi To 
ink. net> boardofdirectors#bart.gov 

cc 
01/07/2010 08:43 
AM Subject 


BART to Livermore 


Please respond to 
casamajorBearthli 
nk. net 


Dear Mr. McPartland: 


Thank you for coming to Pleasanton for the BART presentation on January 


6. 


decision making process as a result of the meeting. 


I more fully appreciate the options under consideration and the 


I would like to add my 


voice to those agreeing that Livermore has waited long enough for full BART 


service. 


I also concur with thoze who oppose any route which would 


disrupt the long planned Chain of Lakes park and trails system. 
I am personally interested in bicycle access to BART as I have found 
that riding my bike to the current Pleasanton station is a better 


alternative than trying to find parking at 9:00 a.m. 
I have had no problems with leaving my bike. 


for San Francisco. 


when I normally leave 
But, I 


find it very dangerous to actually get through the parking lots to a place 


where I can leave my bike. 


conservative bike with two rear baskets, not a daring road cyclist. 
uncomfortable both on the sidewalk and in the street on the Pleasanton side 
of the Dublin/Pleasanton station so I am using a combination of both which 


72.2 


T am a late middle aged woman riding a very 


I feel 


has kept me safe thus far though it does require 4 lot of getting on and 


off the bike. 


whatever new stations are constructed on the way to Livermore. 


Please consider easy bicycle access in the design phase of 


If a family 


with a child on 4 bike, an infant in 4 pull cart, and 4 parent on 4 bicycle 
with a child on the back would feel safe arriving at the station, the 


designers will have done an excellent job. 


A designated lane, permission 


to use the bus lanes, separated lanes...whatever works will be greatly 


appreciated. 


Tt would also be wonderful if BART could plan to include 


bike or pedestrian paths along BART right of ways in the future. 
Again thank you for the time you are spending on our behalf. 


Sincerely, 
Julia M. Casamajor 


2018 Foxswallow Road 
Pleasanton, CA 94566 


Alan and Julia Casamajor 
cazamajor@earthlink.net 
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Letter 72 Alan and J ulia Casamajor 


I24 


bec 


This commentor expresses a desire for a BART extension to Livermore and preference to 
avoid routing a BART extension through the Chain of Lakes. Please refer to Master 
Response 3 of this document for a detailed discussion of the Chain of Lakes alignment 
alternatives. 


As noted on page 3.2-153 of the Program Draft EIR, “...the new BART stations would 
include provisions for bicycle access between surrounding roadways and the BART 
platforms, including secure and convenient bicycle parking.” At the time when a specific 
project is proposed and a more detailed project-level environmental document is prepared, 
more detailed station plans which indicate the proposed bicycle access provisions will be 
provided. Bicycle or pedestrian pathways along BART right of way, other than in the 
vicinity of stations for access purposes, are outside the scope of the Draft Program EIR 
which is focused on extending transit service to Livermore. 


BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-366 


June 2010 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4 Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 


“Alan and Julia Casamajor" To into@bantolivermore.org 
<casamajor @eanhink.net> as 
01/07/2010 08:45 AM ta 

Please respond to 


casamajor@earthlink.net Subject Draft Program EIR 


Dear BART Reviewer: 


After perusing the document, | am concerned that the analyis of the impact of all the 
alternatives which cross the Chain of Lakes does not correctly reflect the negative 
impact of these options in two areas. While the document acknowledges regional plans 
for proposed trails in that area, table S-3, page S-17 lists potential disruption to 
pedestrian, trails and bicycles as PS/LTS. This considerably understates the impact 
which is very significant, Further, table S-2, page S-14 indicates that the visual impact of 


oe an aerial tramway for alternative 5 would have a low impact. This far understates the 
case. 
| realize, after attending the meeting at the Pleasanton Council Chambers on January 6, 
hat none of the alternatives affecting the Chain of Lakes, may be considered for the 
inal project. Nonetheless, if this area is to be impacted by a future BART project, | 

uld like to see the visual impact as well as the impact on trails reviewed more 
stringently 
hank you for your attention to this matter. 
Sincerely, 
Julia M. Casamajor 
2018 Foxswallow Road 
Pleasanton, CA 94566 
Alan and Jule Cesemajor 
casam mortearihlink net 
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Letter 73 J ulia Casamajor 


dack 


BART acknowledges that the potential impact to pedestrian and bicycle trails is potentially 
significant, and mitigation measures have been included that will reduce those impacts to 
less than significant. Mitigation Measure TR-8.1 would maintain the trail network along 
the BART alignment and around station sites, and TR-8.2 would maintain trail crossings of 
the BART alignment. (See page 3.2-153 of the Draft Program EIR.) Mitigation M easure 
TR-9.2 would maintain the bicycle crossings of the BART alignment. (See page 3.2-155 
of the Draft Program EIR.) The visual impacts of BART’s aerial guideway through the 
Chain of Lakes are discussed further in M aster Response 3 of this document. Impacts to 
proposed trails and views along the Chain of Lakes/E! Charro Alignment are discussed in 
detail under the sub-sections titled “Compatibility with Future Recreational Plans” and 
“Aesthetics” of M aster Response 3, respectively. 
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Letter 74 


Eric Chase To Malcolm Quint <Mquint@bart.gov> 
<galolsgroupie@gmail.com> a 
y 11/11/2009 10:06 AM ees 


Subject Re: Draft PEIR for Livermore BART 


Hi Malcolm, 
Thank you very much for uploading the DPEIR. It's been an enjoyable read. 


If you wouldn't mind, I was hoping you might be able to answer a question I have regarding the 
ridership projections. If I've read this correctly, it seems that BART 1s projecting Alternative | to 
have the highest rider volume at its two stations (38,100 daily entries and exits), which is slightly 
higher than most other alternatives. | was hoping you might be able to help me understand the 
methodology that led to this projection, as compared to other projections for the other 
alternatives. It strikes me that Alternative 1's two stations in or near the freeway median will 
limit our ability to build solid TOD with nice urban design. It also seems that these stations are 
not sited near particularly high concentrations of jobs. 


It's useful to compare/contrast this to Alternative 2A, which would serve both Downtown 
Livermore and Vasco Road. As the EIR points out, many of Livermore's largest employers are 
within one mile of downtown, and the largest employer by far, Lawrence Livermore, is a short 
walk from Vasco. Both these stations would be ideally suited to walk to at least one-third of the 
total jobs in Livermore, and a downtown station would be useful for shoppers and provides a 
better opportunity for TOD. 


Given all the above, it seems on its face that Alternative 2A would attract higher ridership than 
Altemative 1, Also, the travel time difference between these two alternatives is basically 
negligible (54 seconds), particularly for someone who might already be making a long trip from 
Livermore/Stockton to Oakland/San Francisco. However, the EIR projects Altemative 2's nder 
volume on the extension to be 35,200 entries and exits, which is less than Alternative 1. 


My apologies if | missed it, but I didn’t find a detailed explanation for the ridership projections in 
the EIR. I was hoping you might be able to clanfy for me a bit more about the ndership model -- 
and in particular, why Alternative 1 is projected to get the most ndership, even though the 
characteristics of other altematives (especially 2A) seem more favorable for attracting riders. 
Thanks again for your help. 


Best, 
Eric 


On Wed, Nov 4, 2009 at 1:14 PM, Enc Chase <galoisgroupie@gmail. com> wrote: 
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Letter 74 Eric Chase 


74.1 


Please refer to Master Response 2 of this document, regarding the assumptions and 
methodology used for the ridership forecasts. There are several reasons why Alternative 1 
has the highest ridership of all the alternatives. It attracts the most ridership from San 
Joaquin County (See Table 3.2-20 on page 3.2-55 on the Draft Program EIR). The 
Greenville East Station is close enough to the major employers in the eastern portion of 
Livermore to attract nearly as many riders as those alternatives with a station at Vasco 
Road. The Isabel/l-580 Station is well located in terms of its ability to attract travelers on 
1-580 as well as persons traveling to or from the western portion of Livermore. As the 
differences in total ridership between comparable alternatives are relatively small, these 
characteristics of Alternative 1 are enough to make its ridership projections exceed those of 
Alternative 2a and other alternatives. 
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Letter 75 
0 To into@bartolivermore.org 
12/16/2009 11:25 AM ce 
bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() om Wednesday, December 16, 2009 at 12:25:53 


First_Name: Wilson 
Last_Name: Cooper 
Email: wecoop@yahoo. com 


Message: Maintenance Yards. 


intenance yards are described as being noise, vibration, and light pollution 
sources during construction and in operation (perhaps) 24 hours 4 day, 7 days 
la week. A new BART Maintenance Yard must not adversely impact existing 
residential sreas. 


In the nine alignment alternatives described in the Draft Program EIR, four 
options for Maintenance Yards are considered; Two of the nine alignment 
alternatives have no Maintenance Yard; Two locate a yard south of First 
Street just east of the downtown railroad bridge; Two locate the yard at 
Vasco Road near the location of the current ACE station; Three show the yard 
lat the east end of the valley near the Greenville station, 


The downtown and Greenville locations place the yard adjacent to or close to 
existing and planned residential areas. Of the three yard locations 
considered, only the Vasco location is free of residential impacts, 

75.1 The “no yard” option, of course, is ideal from this consideration, andi is 
apparently a viable solution with respect to BART operations in the Livermore 
area. That choice would also free money for operational features (another 
station?) of interest to Livermore residents. 


The preliminary analysis says that Yard noise impacts can be mitigated from 
“Potentially Significant” to “Less Than Significant” in each of the proposed 
locations. Significance of course is in the eye or ear of the impacted party. 
The best of mitigation plans frequently have problems. We’ve recently read of 
continuous noise from railcar turntables - which of course is fixable. 

“Small” things like back-up beepers in the middle of the night, outdoor 
telephone pagers, continuous light “spillage” into nearby properties, 
contimuous low-level noize may meet code requirements yet impact life quality. 
At this stage, more detail - beyond noise, alone - should be addressed in the 
P-EIR for residential areas in proximity to the proposed Greenville and 
Portola Yard sites. Or better yet, rather than accept “no-impact” assurances 
for sensitive nearby residences, the potential for life~quality impacts should 
© avoided entirely. 


If there is to be a Yard in this project it should be sited at the Vasco 
location, independent of the station configuration selected. Thus a 
I-580/Greenville station plan, for example, would integrate the Vasco location 
into the operations. I would ask that you show this as an alternative in the 


BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-371 
June 2010 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 


4 Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 


P-EIR (and that 
consideration). 
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Letter 75 Wilson Cooper 


#554 


This comment concerns the merits of the various yard locations, based on anticipated 
impacts from yard activities. Although both the single-station alternatives (Alternatives 4 
and 5) do not have a maintenance yard, the “no yard” option is not feasible for the two- 
station alternatives. See the maintenance facility discussion on page 3.2-63 of the Draft 
Program EIR. Noise impacts from train operations and from yard activities were identified 
in the Draft Program EIR in Section 3.10, Noise and Vibration. The need for mitigation 
measures for noise associated with yard operations is identified on page 3.10-56 in the 
Draft Program EIR. The visual impacts from yard lighting were addressed in the Draft 
Program EIR, beginning on page 3.5-43, and a mitigation measure to reduce light spillover 
is on page 3.5-44. These specific measures will be developed in the project-level 
environmental process, after a site has been selected and more detailed engineering has 
been completed on the yard layout. The location of the maintenance yard is not 
independent of the overall system configuration. The yard sites for each alternative were 
selected to be near the location of the terminus station for the alternative. Combining the 
alignment alternatives terminating in a Greenville station together with a Vasco Y ard, as 
suggested by the commentor, would not be feasible due to operational issues related to 
shuttling trains between yards and stations. 
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76.1 


0 To ino@bantolivermore.org 
Dae 11/25/2009 07:52 PM ce 
; bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Wednesday, November 25, 2009 at 20:52:19 


First_Name: Jim 

Last_Name: Corkery 

Email: jimegsalinaGatt.net 

Message: Which BART to Livermore options include 4 Isabel / I580 Station? 
Thank you, 

Jim 

Submit: Submit 
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Letter 76 Jim Corkery 


76.1 Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4 all have stations at Isabel/!-580. 
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Letter 77 
Daniel <dbs@tanj.com> To into@bartolivermore.org 
11/20/2009 10:46 AM 
a Spo . bee 


@ 


Subject PEIR comments 


It makes no sense for BART to proceed with this plan. Judging from the 
poor design arx lack of maintenance that Pleasanton and the other 
stations suffer from, BART can not manage what it has and should not add 
to it's burden. 


77.1 The proposed plan has 3 main objectives; 


alleviate congestion on I-580 
provide intermodal connections 
improve air quality and reduce greenhouse gas 


It wiil fail on two of those measures. 


The construction of the line will INCREASE traffic congestion on the 

freeway for 2 or more years as roads are rebuilt to accommodate the new 
77.2 line. The stretch of freeway that will be bypassed by BART is not the 

section that is congested. Running down Stanly Blvd will negatively 

impact 4 major artery that is used by thousands of commuters each day. 

That will push them back onto 580, the exact opposite of the desired effect. 


The pollution that a new line might reduce will never make up for the 
massive amounts of pollution caused by the construction of the line. 
Pollution sources not listed in the PEIR: 
The acres of asphalt that will be dug up and replaced. 

773 | the acres of land that will be paved. 
The hundreds of thousands of extra man-hours hours spent in stop and go 
traffic while construction is underway. 
The emissions from cars as people endlessly circle the parking lots 
looking for a place to park. In Pleasanton/Dublin you can waste 20 
minutes driving through all available parking. 


The establishment of 4 new line in Livermore is a bad idea financially 
and ecologically. 
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Letter 77 Daniel (No Last Name) 


WA 


diz 


113 


The BART to Livermore Extension Program has identified nine objectives, which are 
outlined on page 1-12 and 1-13 of the Draft Program EIR. The three objectives listed by 
the commentor are important, but not the only goals for the extension. 


Construction of any of the BART extension alternatives would result in an increase in 
traffic on the I-580 freeway due to construction-related truck traffic and construction 
workers. In addition actual construction activities in the freeway right-of-way would 
require traffic management measures such as temporary lane reconfigurations and barrier 
installation that could reduce traffic capacity of the freeway. Typically these issues would 
be addressed through the development of a formal Traffic Management Plan, such as is 
described under Mitigation Measure CI-TR-1.1 starting on page 3.16-13 in the Draft 
Program EIR, which would be prepared during the design phase of the extension. This 
plan would be designed to mitigate the impacts of construction related traffic and 
construction activities. 


The commentor questions whether the air quality benefits from the BART alignment would 
outweigh the construction emissions to build the alignment. Pages 3.16-46 through 
3.16-48 in the Draft Program EIR discuss emissions that would result during construction. 
Each of the alignment alternatives would result in construction emissions to some degree. 
The construction emissions would be dependent on the construction method to be used, 
timing and phasing of the construction period, and also on the length of the alignment to be 
constructed. In general, the longer alignments would likely result in greater overall 
construction emissions. However, as shown in Table 3.11-5 on page 3.11-22 of the Draft 
Program EIR the longer alignments would generally result in greater reductions in vehicle 
miles traveled and associated air emissions. It should also be noted that the construction 
emissions would be a one-time emissions source, while the vehicle emissions reductions 
and associated benefits would continue throughout the life of the project. 
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78.2 


0 To ino@bantolivermore.org 
/ 01/13/2010 01:55 PM ce 
: bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() om Wednesday, January 13, 2010 at 14:55:00 


First_Name: Sean 
Last_Name: Dorman 
Emsil: sean. dorman@hpmg. com 


Message: I have submitted the following to The Independent on two separate 
occassions- As of today it has not been published. 


I’m excited that talks about getting BART to Livermore are happening, but I'm 
not excited about a few of the proposed routes. I have attended one of the 
BART sponsored meetings regarding the EIR and attended one of the Community 
Workshop meetings sponsored by the city. 
At the workshop meeting the majority of people favored 4 downtown station and 
one at Vasco Rd. I love the idea of having BART downtown but I do not favor it 
running across the quarries in Pleasanton and down Stanley Blvd to get there. 
T’m not sure people who favor that route understand what a change it would 
bring and how it would affect the citizens who live along that corridor. A 
Downtown station can still be built without subjecting some of our residents 
© noise and sound walls. 


Though they are called “at grade” routes, BART must, by law, raise their 
track(s) 6 feet above the existing tracks be it with gravel and dirt or with 
another more substantial structure. To combat noise BART also has another 
polution “Depending on the particular circumstances ami topography at the 
location of the noise exposure, sound walls can be between about 5 feet to 15 
feet high and be made of solid materials”~ Taken directly from BARTs EIR, 

3.10 Noise and Vibration 3.10-53. I assume the above would apply to the 
entire length of the line as it passes through residential neighborhoods from 
Murdell to North Livermore Ave. This no doubt will have significant noise 
increases for the senior housing, regular housing and business parks all along 
Stanley and Railroad Ave. I can’t imagine that you wouldn’t be able to hear it 
were you enjoying 4 stroll downtown or outside of our new Theater. 

Some people may not consider that much of an impact because there is already 
4 rail line there but please don’t forget BART trains run from 4 AM to 12:30 
AM., every 30 minutes. There are also issues of right of way regarding the 
Proposed Stanley route. In the BART EIR meeting it was mentioned that some 
businesses and residential homes would have to be purchased in order to 
maintain the legal amount of space required between the tracks and the public. 


I live about 2 tenths of a mile from the tracks on Stanley Blvd. (about the 
same distance from the tracks that Granada High School is). Granted I can hear 
and sometimes feel the freight trains but they don’t rumble through every 30 
minutes for 20 hours a day. I’d hate the soothing warm summer nights spent 
entertaining friends and family in my backyard to be constantly broke up with 
equealing wheels and the roar of a passenger train behind my fence every half 
an hour. 
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78.3 


IT urge everyone who lives along the tracks to participate in the planning and 
route proposal meetings and to yoice your opinions on the proposed alignments, 
I favor the Downtown via 580/Isabel station alignment. This route is along the 
freeway median, eliminates the need to build an unsightly raised section of 
track crossing from Pleasanton across the quarries into Livermore, eliminates 
the need for an unsightly sound wall along an already unsightly corridor, 

intains a connection to the ACE train in downtown and has an underground 
wection that would greatly reduce noise and impact on residential 

@ighborhoods. You can see more info about the proposed alignments at- 

ttp://wew. bart. qov/news/articles/2009/news20091202. aspx 


ART is also taking comments until January 21, 2009 online @ 
info@barttolivermore.org or through the mail to 

leolm Quint, 
San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 

300 Lakeside Drive, 16th Floor, Oakland, CA 94612 
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Letter 78 Sean Dorman 


78.1 


Dud 


183 


Please refer to M aster Response 3 of this document for a detailed discussion of the Chain 
of Lakes alignment alternatives. Also, there are two other alignments that provide a 
downtown station with an alignment along Portola Avenue (Alternatives 2b and 3). 
Alternative 2b is a new alternative that is described in Section 1.4 of this document. 


The comment appears to refer to one general design requirement to improve safety in areas 
where BART would run in the same corridor as freight or commuter rail trains. As 
explained on page 2-53 of the Draft Program EIR, a vertical separation of 6 feet or more is 
required between the track beds of freight/commuter trains and other rail services, such as 
BART. The 6-foot vertical separation would provide protection for the lighter train cars 
should a heavy rail vehicle overturn or derail along the tracks. This design principal was 
applied wherever a BART alignment is proposed along a shared-use common corridor with 
existing freight rail tracks. The noise impacts to nearby sensitive receptors along the 
alignment passing through residential neighborhoods in Livermore are discussed under 
Impact NO-1 starting on page 3.10-22. Several neighborhoods adjacent to the tracks are 
expected to be significantly impacted by the BART trains. Mitigation measures would be 
implemented to minimize the increase in noise levels. However, at 1,000 feet (0.2 miles) 
away from the tracks, while noise levels are expected to increase by at least 1 dBA 
(averaged over the day), the increase is not expected to be significant. The right-of-way 
issues mentioned by the commentor relate to the possibility that BART may not be able to 
use the UPRR right-of-way along Stanley Boulevard. In that event, BART would need to 
acquire additional right-of-way to the north of the UPRR tracks, in order to maintain an 
appropriate distance from the existing UPRR tracks, not from the public. For a discussion 
of the UP Commuter Access Principles and their affect on property acquisition, see pages 
3.4-23 and 3.4-24 of the Draft Program EIR. 


Please see Master Response 3 regarding the Chain of Lakes alignment alternatives. As 
noted in Response 78.1 above, both Alternative 2b — Portola-V asco and Alternative 3 — 
Portola provide a downtown station but do not use the Chain of Lakes alignment through 
the quarry area. 
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79.1 


Letter 79 
“PETER DSOUZA" To <into@bantolivermore.ceg> 
<rosamani@comcast.net> ae 
01/04/2010 06:53 PM ig 
Subject NO BART to Livermore 
Dear Sir: 


Regarding the BART to Livermore project, please accept the following 
comments from 4 concerned citizen 6 resident of Livermore: 


1) The 580 FWY is undergoing much needed expansions & resurfacing right now. 
Please do NOT try to insert any BART rail lines in between the East & West 
bound lanes of 580. We desperately need every square inch of space there for 
freeway lanes. Crowding them with BART rail lines will just make 4 complete 
MESS of everything! It will be MORE chaos not less chaos! 


2) Please leave BART terminated at Pleasanton, where it belongs! It is bad 
enough that BART is occupying valuable freeway space in between the E-W 
bound lanes of 580 fwy in Pleasanton. To continue the mistake all the way to 
Livermore is just NOT a good idea! Don’t you guys see that it only ‘sounds’ 
like a good idea but in reality very few people will stop driving their cars 
and take BART. The cost of BART train ride tickets keeps going up while the 
service keeps going down. Just look at the recent incidents with BART police 
in Oakland! 


3) Please never bring BART all the way to Greenville station as a terminus. 
The additional cars and parking lot and service depot for BART will 
completely disrupt life for people living in the vicinity of Greenville, 
such as myself! My peaceful, quiet world is about to be ruined by BART, s0 
how can you expect me to be happy about this?! Please please don’t ruin my 
world. 


Thanks for accepting my input. 


Peter D'Souza 
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Letter 79 Peter D’Souza 


3.1 


The BART alternatives that use the median of I-580 for trackway would not take existing 
freeway lanes out of operation. The traffic lanes would be moved outward to provide 
space in the median for BART. No freeway lanes would be lost. Ridership forecasts 
indicate that, depending on the alternative and combination of stations, between 19,900 and 
31,700 patrons would ride BART. Please see the alternatives summary in Table 1-1 of this 
document. The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment 
alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 
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Letter 79A 
0 To info@barttolivermore.org 
01/06/2010 05:11 PM - & 

bec 


Subject inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
{} on Wednesday, January 6, 2010 at 18:11:34 


First_Name: michael 

Last_Name: evans 

Email: fourmhe#aol.com 

Message: I wish to express my opposition to extending BART in any fashion, 
elevated or ctherwise, inlcuding the construction of stations; at any point 
off the freeway corridor. I would support the project as long as it stays 
within the general freeway corridor. ‘ 

My objections are based on the following: 


from the eir. Its impact on this community (negatively) if it goes into the 


79A.1 I The environmental and aesthetic impact cannot be properly measured simply 
cities is not easy to quantify. 


2. The traffic and in particular the crime impact from such a diversion would 
be significant.. This is also hard to quantify in simple numbers (crime stats 
FA2 for instance) and some “expert opinions” on crime impact I believe are 
‘“ Imotivated by other interests and or ill informed. I have 32 years in law 
enforcement and any poilce offcial that says crime and related quality of life 
will not be impacted is mistaken. 


Thank you for allowing me to give you my input. 
Michael Evans (Pleasanton resident) 
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Letter 79A M ichael E vans 


79A.1 The commentor notes that it is difficult to quantify aesthetics and community impacts 
from the Draft Program EIR. The methodology and standards of significance used to 
determine the degree of visual quality impacts in the Draft Program EIR are described on 
pages 3.5-14 through 3.5-17. A summary of the visual quality impacts is provided in 
Table 3.5-2 on pages 3.5-19 through 3.5-21, and provides a comparison between the 
alternatives by indicating which alternatives would have a low impact, moderate impact, 
or high impact, as described in the table. 


79A ..2 Please refer to Master Response 5 for a discussion of traffic impacts associated with a 
downtown station and Master Response 6 regarding the relationship of BART stations 
and crime. 
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80.1 


80.2 


C F <ucgofar@yahoo.com> To info@barttolivermore.org 
S 12/21/2009 10:13 PM ce ucgofar@yahoo.com 
bee 


Subject Draft PEIR concerns 


December 21. 2009 
Dear Mr. Malcolm Quint, 


My name is Casey Fargo and | have been a cilizen of Livermore for 5 years. | have enjoyed 
much of Livermore living in 4 different parts of town. | am attracted to Livermore because 
of its small town feel, beautiful and historic downtown and the open spaces around the 
cily, 


| have many concerns of the planning of bringing BART lo Livermore and [ell like they 
haven't been addressed Lhus far. [ was able to allend the second community dialogue 
about the BART station planning and left feeling like we are all being led down a slippery 
slope, thal we must have two stations for BART Lo Livermore to work, The main focus of 
the dialogue was aboul station pairing and in thal we were Lo look at pictures and slale 
what we liked or disliked about those piclures of potential stalion areas; the down Lown 
pictures numbered 12, the infill pictures numbered 10 and the freeway pictures numbered 
8. This shows a heavy leaning by those putting on the event that they are allempting to 
gel as much backing for the downtown and infill stations as possible while diverling the 
focus away from the freeway slations as much as possible. 


My lwo main concerns are eminent domain and preserving the small town character that 
Livermore is known for. | have seen the PEIR draft and have not been able to read the 
1,000 plus pages, which are not very specific in the few pages | have read pertaining lo my 
concerns. | wonder how many of the elected officials, consullants and staff has actually 
read all of Lhe report (I spoke with 3 people affiliated with this BART extension al the 
dialogue and none of them did}? 


The land use is plagued with too much potential cminent domain areas, especially in the 
downtown area and in any polential .pairings.. How would this be addressed in relalion to 
sma!l business owners, home owners and other private properly thal would be considered 
iseful under eminent domain? 

ivermore is a Preserve America community, What defines @ Preserve America community 
is according lo the websile: .The goals of the program include a greater shared knowledge about the 
nation’s past, strengthened regional! identities and local pride, increased loca! participation in preserving 
the country's cu'tural and natural heritage assets, and support for the economic vitality of our 
communities.” (htto:/Awww. preserveamerica.gov/overview.html) In layman terms the dislinclions 
that apply to Livermore are; small town feel, lively & historic downtown, preserving 
community culture and making sure livermore stays Livermore by nol turning into a 
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Berkley or Hayward kind of city. 


The estimates at the total cost range from $1,900,000,000 to $3,800,000,000, these are 
ome very big numbers with very big and very real strings atlached. If the single station 
is proposed and accepted or even a pairing is accepted, Livermore will have to accept 
federal funding which will dictate how we must grow our communily, ie. the density of 
housing has to reach a minimum of which Livermore is between 500 and 2000 below. How 
will this affect Lhe aesthetics of this cily? High density housing does not fall into 
ivermore's heritage. 


80.3 


"““Sageeee 


A few final notes on general items; | have doubts about the overall presentation of 
information to the community at large being thal | felt mislead by the beginning of the 
presentation that | attended in the projected ridership. The projection that was being 
thrown out there was a very high number, 30,000, with very liltle explanation, until the end 
of the presentation when it was being questioned. This projected ridership is based on the 
year 2035 with 2 stations in Livermore and is not 30,000 total entrances to the system at 
the proposed Livermore stations but the 30,000 is split between entrances and exist to the 
proposed stations, which means only 15,000 entrances. They also lel it be known thal the 
total number of entrances and exils at the Dublin/Pleasanton station is now at 15,000. 
Even one of the presenters, Bonnie Nelson said something along the lines of the ridership 
nol being guaranteed and only a projection based on computer generated scenarios. How 
onest is the Drafl PRIR in its cafculations? 


80.4 


eee eee 


| also have doubts on the estimated cost of the project going [rom one proposed station to 
two proposed stations; the cost goes from 1.5 times to 2 limes the cost of one station. 
And nol one of the proposed costs include any other costs associated with having a BART 
station such as increased costs on emergency services (fire and ambulance), increased 
costs on the police force, increased costs on road maintenance and any costs thal would 
be associated wilh road improvements necessary to facilitate such a large scale project. 
How realistic is the Draft PEIR without such considerations? 


80.5 


One final concern is the overall cost incurred to date. How much has already been spent 
on the four consulting companies, and lwo communily dialogues? And has this been 
calculated into the overall cos! projections of the project? 


80.6 


a——8 &-——""""""""8 


in summary my concerns are; land use and its affect on private property through eminent 
domain, the affects on the aesthetics of Livermore by bringing in high density housing and 
other proposed infill, and the overall completeness of the Draft PIR. Thank you for your 
time, consideration and response. 


Respectfully, 


Casey Fargo 
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Letter 80 Casey Fargo 


80.1 The commentor appears to be referring to a series of community meetings that were held 
by the City of Livermore to discuss the potential BART extension alignments and station 
sites. These meetings were sponsored and staffed by the City and held independently of 
BART. BART held three public hearings to accept comments on the Draft Program EIR: 
November 18, 2009, December 2, 20009, and January 6, 2010. The transcripts of those 
meetings are presented in Section 5 of this document. BART would have to acquire 
property from voluntary sellers or by eminent domain for the BART track right-of-way, 
stations, and maintenance areas if the Livermore extension is constructed. Property 
acquisition is discussed in the Draft Program EIR beginning on page 3.4-15. Mitigation 
for displacement would be guided by the California Relocation and Real Property 
Acquisition Guidelines. This is discussed further on page 3.4-23 of the Draft Program 
EIR. Please refer to Master Response 5 for a discussion of the property acquisition 
anticipated in Downtown Livermore and the proposed mitigation measures. 


80.2 As noted in this comment, the City of Livermore is one of 814 communities designated as a 
Preserve America Community by the national Preserve America initiative. This comment 
correctly points out that the goals of the initiative include greater shared knowledge about 
the nation’s past, strengthened regional and local identity, increased participation in the 
preservation of historic assets, and support for economic vitality. None of the BART to 
Livermore extension alternatives or the regional policies to promote transit-oriented 
development around proposed stations is inconsistent with Livermore’s Preserve America 
designation. 


According the Preserve America website, the Preserve America Community designation 
recognizes communities that “protect and celebrate their heritage; use their historic assets 
for economic development and community revitalization; and encourage people to 
experience and appreciate local historic resources through education and heritage tourism 
programs.”°° In its description of the programs and assets that justify Livermore's 
Preserve America Community designation, Preserve America highlights the value of an 
active, revitalized downtown area: “Livermore’s historic downtown is enjoying a 
renaissance, helping re-establish Downtown as the city’s premier shopping, dining, 
entertainment, and cultural district. With the addition of several residential projects, artist 
work/live spaces, and a pedestrian-oriented environment, Livermore has enhanced its urban 
living experience.”° Preserve America also specifically highlights the value of the city’s 
Downtown Specific Plan, which, as noted in the Draft Program EIR, identifies the 
Downtown Gateway Transit District as a locus of transit-oriented development and 
potential transit station location (page 3.3-26, paragraph 2): “The city also adopted the 


Preserve America website. “Preserve America Communities and Neighborhoods.” http://www. preserve 
america. gov/communities. html. Accessed M ay 13, 2010. 

Preserve America website. “Livermore.” http://www.preserveamerica.gov/CAlivermore.html. Accessed 
May 13, 2010. 
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Downtown Specific Plan in 2004, which included an Historic Resources Inventory update 
focusing on existing and newly identified resources in Downtown.” ~ 


City of Livermore staff concur that a BART station located Downtown would only further 
establish Downtown Livermore as a the city’s “premier” urban and historic district, as it 
would increase accessibility, visitation rates and pedestrian orientation, as well a provide 
economic stimulus. Further, the station would neither interrupt nor detract from the 
historic resources education, identification and awareness programs that are integral to the 
Preserve America Communities designation. °° 


The land use impacts of the BART extension are discussed in Section 3.3 of the Draft 
Program EIR, and the growth-inducing impacts of the extension are discussed beginning on 
page 4-5 of the Draft Program EIR. 


80.3 Funding for a BART extension to Livermore would likely include federal funding; 
however, BART, not the City of Livermore, would be the recipient of any federal funds. 
For a BART extension to meet the requirements of MTC’s Resolution #3434, the City of 
Livermore must develop a Ridership Development Plan (RDP) for the purpose of 
increasing residential densities around station sites. Please see page 5-14 and Table 5-4 of 
the Draft Program EIR for a discussion of MTC Resolution #3434 and proposed station 
area development for the various alternatives. The RDP would be prepared by Livermore, 
which would also be the lead agency for the environmental review of the RDP. The 
aesthetic impacts of any changes to land use proposed in the RDP would be evaluated at 
that time. 


80.4 The ridership forecasts are based on computer modeling of the expected conditions in the 
Tri-Valley area in the year 2035. It is not possible to guarantee that the assumptions about 
future conditions will be 100 percent accurate; however, they are based on historic 
transportation trends and reasonable assumptions about future conditions. Please refer to 
M aster Response 2 of this document, regarding the assumptions and methodology used for 
the ridership forecasts. Also, please see Response 63.15 of this document. As noted in the 
comment, new BART ridership would be approximately 30,000 new daily riders for 
several alternatives and would exceed 31,000 new daily riders for several alternatives, 
including Alternative 1 — Greenville East and Alternative 2a — Downtown-Vasco. As 
illustrated in the footnote to Table 3.2-18 on page 3.2-54 of the Draft Program EIR, new 
BART riders are counted at their exit from the system, so the 30,000 new daily riders 
represent 30,000 new person trips on the system. This would mean that a commuter 
entering the BART system in Livermore and traveling to San Francisco would get counted 
as a new rider as he or she exits the system in San Francisco and counted a second time on 
the return trip to Livermore. 


2 Preserve America website. “Livermore.” http://www. preserveamerica.gov/CAlivermore.html. Accessed 
May 13, 2010. 

3 Riley, Steve. Principal Planner, City of Livermore. Personal communication with Greg Goodfellow, 
DC&E. May 14, 2010. 
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80.5 


80.6 


The cost estimates for the BART to Livermore Extension Program are identified in 
Appendix B of the Draft Program EIR and include all capital costs associated with the 
construction of the BART project, including any required freeway modifications and station 
access roadway improvements. Contingencies and project reserves have been included in 
the capital cost estimates to handle any unexpected costs that arise during the design phase. 
Operating costs for local police and fire services and roadway maintenance are not included 
in the BART costs. However, as discussed on page 3.13-13 through 3.13-16, there would 
be a small increased demand for police, fire, and other local emergency services, but no 
additional staffing or new facilities would be required. 


The BART to Livermore Extension Program budget is approximately $5.0 million, which 
consists of $4.5 million for preliminary engineering and environmental work, and 
approximately $0.5 million for scoping activities prior to the start of the environmental 
work. The cost for this preliminary engineering and environmental evaluation is included 
in the overall program cost estimates to construct the extension. 
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81.1 


81.2 


81.3 


Letter 81 
beeen To into@bartolivermore.org 
11/18/2009 05:33 PM ce 
bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() om Wednesday, November 18, 2009 at 18:33:19 


First_Name: william 
Last Name: fitzwater 
Email: wfite1964@comeast.net 


Message: I read most of the draft report. The are 9 proposed alignments. 
While I live in Castro Valley I am glad at least you are submitting a choice. 
However can any of these choices be truly implemented due to the present 
econmmic conditions? 

My point of view is I like choice 2a which goes into Downtown Livermore and 
ends at the lab. It makes the most sense build where the people are and going 
to which is the lab. 

The problem is this it doesn’t connect with Los positis college very well and 
Tracey well it might be connected at Vasco. 

I would be more in favor of haing a loop tht goes thur 2a alignment but return 
along 580 median. 


What ever is chosen my advice is this it should directly link or have a 
multipurpose station that allows direct connection to ACE or proposed high 
speed rail. it should allow for the parking needs of 1000 of vehicles am 
have excellent buss connectors. 

It would hope after all this time with BART one purpose needs to understood 
just like orinda and that line it would be better served following the median 
of the freeway and have high capacity for parking of potential commuters. 
Build where the people are snd want it and it will work that is my advice cost 
& politics are just some one else headache. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 24.130.135.172 
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Letter 81 William Fitzwater 


81.1 


81.2 


81.3 


Please refer to Master Response 8 for a discussion of how a funding plan would be 
developed for the program. 


The comment favors a variation on the Alternative 2a alignment that would have stations in 
Downtown Livermore and at Vasco Road, but would continue along the UPRR to !-580 
and return along 1-580. This configuration is essentially a combination of Alternative 2a 
and Alternative 1. A second possible loop could be formed by a combination of 
Alternative 2a and Alternative 2. The individual segments (Alternatives 1, 2, and 2a) of 
these possible combinations were examined in the Draft Program EIR. However, a loop 
configuration was not considered feasible, because it would essentially double the 
extension’s length, substantially increasing the cost of acquiring right-of-way and building 
the guideway without increasing the area that the extension would serve or generating 
additional riders. A loop configuration also would increase the potential for environmental 
impacts (for example, displacements, visual impacts, cultural impacts, noise) by increasing 
the length of the alignment without increasing the ridership. 


This comment concerns the merits of a freeway alignment for the alternatives. It also 
concerns the need for parking at stations, and the need for a connection with ACE and 
buses. All alternatives have at least 1,000 parking spaces planned for each station. Please 
refer to Tables 3.2-32 and 3.2-33 in the Draft Program EIR, on pages 3.2-140 through 
3.2-141, for a listing of the parking proposed at each station. All planned stations would 
have bus connections. Please refer to Table 3.2-22 in the Draft Program EIR, on page 
3.2-57 and page 3.2-58, which shows the anticipated transfer levels to and from buses at 
each of the stations under each alternative. All alternatives except Alternative 4 have a 
transfer to ACE. Please refer to Table 3.2-22 in the Draft Program EIR, on page 3.2-57 
and page 3.2-58, which shows the anticipated transfer levels to and from ACE under each 
alternative. These same intermodal (BART/ACE) stations would serve high-speed rail 
(HSR), if a HSR alignment through the Tri-Valley area is selected. The BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to 
select a preferred alternative. 
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“Brian Wiliam Hall" To <inlo@bantolivermore.ceg> 
ne ss 
01/03/2010 05:09 PM bee 


Subject Proposed Livermore Station Sites 


To Whom It May Concern: 


| have received the literature pertaining to the expansion of BART to Livermore. While | 

applaud that move by the transportation management hierarchy of Northern California, | 

do have genuine concerns about the pollution and disturbances a local station can and 

will cause. Therefore, it is my hope---because of the exposure to both noise pollution 
nd environmental pollution (specifically the invisible Electro-Magnetic Fields or EMFs 

caused by BART)---that, out of the several options offered, the station be located as far 
way from the inner city of Livermore as possible. 


82.1 


nacceptable locations are Isabel/Stanley, Downtown Livermore and Vasco Road. The 
other two options are along the freeway and appear to be furthest from inner city 
locations and human activity. Those acceptable locations are, of course, either 
isabel/I-580 or Greenville East. 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment, and thank you in advance for considering the 
concerns addressed. | look forward to a personal response and/or more 
announcements on the subject in the near future. 


Sincerely, 
Brian William Hall 


Livermore Resident (2 years) 
Bay Area Resident (46 years) 
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Letter 82 Brian Hall 


82.1 


82.2 


The Draft Program EIR addresses Electromagnetic Fields (EMF), beginning in the fourth 
paragraph of page 3.12-36. The Draft Program EIR states that studies have shown that 
exposure to additional EM Fs as aresult of operation of the BART extension would be up to 
approximately 1,500 milliGauss (mG) for riders and employees, while residents near the 
Downtown Livermore Station and other stations would have lower exposure to EMFs. 
This is well below the voluntary levels that range from 9,000 to 12,000 mG that have been 
suggested by the industry, government, and scientific organizations with expertise in EM F 
technology, referenced on pages 3.12-20 and 3.12-21 of the Draft Program EIR. As 
discussed in paragraph four of page 3.12-36 of the Draft Program EIR, it should be noted 
that limiting exposure to EMF is voluntary, as federal and State agencies have reviewed 
past studies to determine if exposure to EMF causes adverse health effects and have found 
no basis for setting health standards to date. The Draft Program EIR also addresses noise 
impacts from trains on residents in Downtown Livermore under Impact NO-1 starting on 
page 3.10-22. As noted in the Draft Program EIR, noise levels at residential uses could 
exceed the significance thresholds. The mitigation strategies described under NO-1.1 on 
page 3.10-53 would substantially reduce impacts related to BART train noise; however, 
sufficient information is not available at the program level to conclude with certainty that 
mitigation would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant impact in all circumstances. 


The commentor expresses a preference for an alternative that does not include a station 
near Downtown Livermore. The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the 
alignment alternatives and station locations during the final hearing to select a preferred 
alternative. 


The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives and 
station locations during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-393 


June 2010 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4 Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 


Letter 82A 


Bonnie Hamilton To <info@bartiofivermore.crg> 
<batthebam@hotmail.com> on 
12/03/2009 07:44 AM eae 

Subject FW: BART 


I am copying this letter also to BART, I sent to the city of Livermore... 


From: batthebarn@hotmail.com 

To: bgvinn@ci.livermore.ca.us 
Subject: BART 

Date: Thu, 3 Dec 2009 07:41:50 -0800 


| Hello Mr. Vinn, 


I am writing this letter to you in regards to BART routes coming to Livermore.I was actually 
shocked and dismayed, to find out that some people actually think a BART station downtown 
Livermore is a good idea!! I look at the BART station at Fruitvale, and consider this a shiny 
example of why it should NOT come downtown. 


Livermore is my home, and I have lived here for many years, and I moved here, to get 
AWAY from the urban sprawl. How can a few people, who are only concerned about lining 
their pockets with money, consider ruining the lives of hundreds of Livermore residents, who 
want to live with peace and quiet in their own homes, We live near the tracks, of which 
several of the proposed routes, would be sending trains through our neighborhood. We 
would have severe nolse pollution, no more privacy, and could never enjoy our backyards 
again! Having a BART station, and train so close to my home, would bring crime, and 
poverty to our neighborhood! 


To think that people would come to Livermore for shopping and eating, or to go to the 
theater, is ludicrous. The BART train is for commuters. If I want to go to the city, I get on 
BART, and go to San Francisco. Underground BART stations, are not a safe place to be. It 
will turn Livermore into another Fruitvale, and we know how successful, that station is, 
everyone has left, because of all the crime, and dismal conditions caused by gang activity 
and violence. 


I want you to know, that I am on a mission In my neighborhood, to get as many people 
informed and upset about this as I can. BART needs to stay up at 580, How dare the city of 
Livermore think about destroying the lives of some of it residents, for the monetary benefit 
of a few?! That what this is all about, the greed of a few, to profit off the misery of 
hundreds. 


This is not even to mention the horrendous effects, that having a possible BART station at 

| S2A.1 Iss Quarry area What of all the birds that live in the water, the ducks, cranes, and so many 
others? What will happen to them? Do you think that all the pollution, and noise will have a 
positive effect on their habitat? Does Livermore want to become another city the likes of San 
Leandro, or Oakland? I thought the city wanted growth, but to turn it Into an urban 
nightmare? We have a beautiful city now, and this will just destroy it. 
l understand the needs of businesses downtown wanting to be able to succede, but this Is 
not the answer, and it certainly will backfire on them, People will avoid the area, because it 

| will be Impossible to get through traffic jams, and find parking. 
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Anyway, I am very upset, as you can see. My family. and my way of life is threatened, and I -_ 
am going to respond to that. I will lay down on the tracks if I have to, it is that important to 
me. 


Bonnie Hamilton ‘ . 
955 El Rancho Dr ; 7 
925-455-8622 : 


stato sarrisgepsnanmt me TTE A TTT EON 


‘Windows Live Hotmai “here to download. 
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Letter 82A Bonnie Hamilton 


82A.1 


Please refer to Master Response 5 of this document regarding noise, visual, traffic, and 
parking impacts in the downtown area, and M aster Response 6 regarding the relationship of 
BART stations and crime. 


The commentor is also concerned about impacts of a station in the quarry area on the 
biological resources in the Chain of Lakes area. Impacts to special-status birds during 
construction are discussed on page 3.16-31, and mitigation measures to prevent disturbance 
to nesting birds are provided on pages 3.16-32 to 3.16-34 to reduce impacts to less than 
significant. In addition, impacts associated with water quality are described on pages 
3.8-50 through 3.8-55, and as noted BART compliance with existing water quality 
regulations would reduce impacts to surface waters including the Chain of Lakes area. 
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0 To into@bantolivermore.org 
01/21/2010 01:09 AM ce 
bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Thursday, January 21, 2010 at 02:09:34 


First_Name: J 

Last_Name: Haslam 

Email: leforeti#@netzero.net 
Message: 


esidents to 4 Greenville station located on I-580 been included in the PEIR? 


83.1 z. Has the favorable value of 4 counter commute option for Livermore 


§3.2 


83.3 


Is a station at Isabel necessary to obtain adequate value in the 
PEIR for Alternative 1 or any of the other alternatives? 

Given the highly likely probability of extended work stoppage, 
axiget cuts, termination of funding or extended delays in complete furding 
even after 4 project is authorized and funded (e.g. the "2nd Pleasanton BART 
station") in the current and future economic environment, has the impact to 
traffic, etc. been included in the PEIR in the event that the extension to 
Livermore is remains in a partially complete stage for an extended period of 
time during the assumed construction period? Given this likely possibility 
and the consequent impact to Livermore and nearby residents in traffic 
congestion and other impacts, how has the negative impact of partial 
completion of the project been included adequately? Further is it not 
strongly advisable in all the alternatives to first complete the construction 
all the way to the furthest terminal point (e.g. Greenville station in alts. 1 
and 2) before performing any significant work on any intermediate stations 
(e.g. Isabel, downtown L! 
ivermore)? Completion to the end of the route prior to completion of 
intermediate stations should provide the greatest value in reduction of 
traffic congestion ard rider utility with the least impacts to Livermore 
residents given the probability and risk associated with delays in completion 
of the project. Intermediate stations can then be completed at the end of the 
project and consequently parking requirements at the intermediate stations 
ould be reduced. 


atopping/loading/unloading) upon decreased ridership been included in the PEIR 


83.4 1 How has the impact of longer transit times (due to time for 


83.5 


for the inclusion of the Isabel, downtown Livermore, and Vasco stations? 

5. Given the risks of partial completion of the project among other 
factors, what is the basis for a credible economic value to the downtown 
station given the added cost of the alternatives involving a downtown 
Livermore station and route? 

6. This study should seriously consider the value of coordinating « 
Greenville BART, I-580, a potential future Greenville ACE train stop, and also 
LAVTA bus connection hub at Greenville. Coordination of transit connections 
is seriously lacking nationwide and particularly in the San Francisco Area 
{although recently given high priority for government funding). Given the 
proximity of the routes and the opportunity for flexibility, and increased 
ridership with a convenient, expedited connection between BART and both I-580 
and the ACE train, there would appear to be a significant opportunity for 
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“4 
po 


sitive value from this type of alternative that could mitigate the negative 
ts of the project. How has this been included in the PEIR? 
Has the impact of increased traffic on Vasco Rd for alternatives 
iva a Vasco station been included in the PEIR? Has the likely 
improvements and expansion of Vasco road to accommodate increazed traffic from 
83.7 I-580 to reach the BART station been included? How is it assured that this 
impact has been adequately considered for both impacts of increased traffic, 
congestion during construction improvements to Vasco Road, cost to Livermore 
Taxpayers for improvements, and congestion and parking issues around the ACE 
tation on Vasco Road? 
Why is an alignment of the Greenville station within the I-580 
83.8 median not been considered? Does the current location of station and parking 
at Greenville increase the cost for future expansion of BART to Tracy or other 
points eastward? How has this been appropriately and effectively included in 
he PEIR? 
‘ Is there high quality, validated data supporting the value of bus 
connections to BART as a means of increasing ridership? Many commuters are 
quite reasonably deterred from risking delays/uncertainty when relying on 
83.9 multiple sources of public transportation (either with delays and missed 
- connections). How has this been adequately addressed and/or included in the 
PEIR? Ie the value of the connections to LAVTA buses in downtown Livermore 
overestimated given long transit times to reach the LAVTA transit station for 
large number of Livermore residents? 
83.10 0. Has the relative ease of a re-adjustment of LAVTA routes and 
schedules to 4 Greenville BART station hub been included or adequately 
onsidered in the PEIR? How is this quantified? 
a It does not appear reasonable to see large reductions in freeway 
and Livermore city street congestion from alternatives with stations not on 
83.11 the I-580 corridor. How has this data been validated? It does not seem 
likely that people will drive through congested city streets and risk not 
obtaining parking (given the significant parking constraints in downtown 
ivermore or Vasco road) as 4 commuting alternative if the highway is nearby. 
83.12 2. It does not seem particularly credible that a siqnificant number 
1c people will ride the BART to downtown Livermore for theater, etc. in the 
Te poor Has this properly been included in the PEIR? 
3. Has the impact of increased crime in Downtown Livermore or at a 
Vasco station been considered appropriately in the PEIR? Does this include 
$3.13 | the limitations on ability to patrol or respond to incidents at or near the 
stations that are not located convenient to I-580? Has the ability of BART 
police to respond to incidents at stations not on I-580 been considered 
ppropriately? 
4. Wouldn’t there be significant savings (net present value cost) in 
83.14 |including the extension of BART to Tracy in this PEIR ve. doing so at some 
future date? Why would there not be a considerable positive value in traffic 
itigation and increased ridership with inclusion in this PEIR? 
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Letter 83 J. Haslam 


83.1 


83.2 


§3:3 


83.4 


The Greenville Station site that was studied in this document was located just south of 
I-580, and not on I-580. The travel demand modeling work that produced the ridership 
estimates assigns riders to stations based on a variety of factors. The ridership model 
assigns Livermore residents boarding BART to the Greenville Station if it is the most 
convenient station for them, based on destination, starting location, and travel time. Please 
refer to Master Response 2 of this document for an explanation of the methodology for 
generating the ridership analysis. 


The station at Isabel/l-580 is just one of several alternative station locations considered in 
the Draft Program EIR; different alternatives have different station options so that a range 
of alternatives can be considered. BART attempts to maintain a reasonable spacing of 
stations to serve the population in a given area, so having only one station in Alternative 1, 
at Greenville, would not be considered a reasonable spacing of stations to serve the local 
population’s needs. 


Construction impacts are identified in Section 3.16, Construction Impacts, in the Draft 
Program EIR. Typically projects are divided into a series of segments and components, 
each of which can be completed independently. This avoids the situation noted in the 
comment where construction is halted prior to completion. Before the project can begin 
construction, all participating funding agencies would require a full-funding plan for the 
project, including appropriate contingencies and reserves for unanticipated conditions. 
Therefore, work stoppages mid-construction and related effects on traffic are not 
reasonably expected to occur. 


Contrary to the comment that the project should be constructed to its furthest terminal point 
before intermediate stations are constructed, projects are often divided into independent 
segments so that design and construction can be done commensurate with available 
funding. In the case of the BART to Livermore extension, it is possible that construction 
to a station at Isabel/I-580 or Isabel/Stanley could take place as the first phase of a longer 
two-station alternative. This is an issue that would be addressed in the project-level 
EIR/EIS as part of the development of the construction phasing plan, which is identified on 
page 3.16-13 as Mitigation M easure CI-TR-1.1 for the project. 


Please refer to Master Response 2 of this document, regarding the assumptions and 
methodology used for the ridership forecasts. The added time associated with stops at the 
intermediate stations, such as the Isabel/l-580 Station in Alternative 1, is accounted for in 
the travel demand model by including the time that the train requires to slow down and stop 
at the stations, to load passengers (30 seconds) and then to accelerate back up to speed. 
The ridership forecast is sensitive to the overall travel time and speed and the time added 
by additional stations would result is a loss of ridership. However, the added stations 
generate more ridership than what is lost through the longer total travel time involved. 
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83.5 The likelihood that the project would be stopped permanently mid-construction is extremely 
small. See Response 83.3 above. The value of the downtown station is that it provides an 
Opportunity for transit-oriented development in an area identified by the City of Livermore 
and MTC for such development, which over time can assist in channeling growth, 
increasing community amenities, and increasing property values. 


83.6 As suggested in the comment, the proposed Greenville East Station was designed to 
provide direct connections between BART, ACE, and regional bus service with auto access 
from 1-580. Selected LAVTA routes would be redirected to the Isabel/l-580 Station. A 
further description of the Greenville East Station is provided on pages 2-13 of the Draft 
Program EIR. The evaluation of transit impacts is described on page 3.2-46, impacts are 
described in detail in Table 3.2-17 (pages 3.2-48 to 3.2-51), and mitigation measures are 
described on pages 3.2-131 to 3.2-138. 


83.7 The potential traffic impacts of a Vasco Road Station have been evaluated in the Draft 
Program EIR. Please refer to page 3.2-130 of the Draft Program EIR. Mitigation 
Measures TR-4.5 and TR-4.6 in the Draft Program EIR identify potential improvements to 
intersections along Vasco Road, which are intended to address the impact of the traffic 
added by the Vasco Road Station. However, it is not necessary to widen Vasco Road to 
accommodate increased traffic to a Vasco Road Station. A construction phasing and traffic 
plan would be required to reduce traffic during construction. (See Mitigation Measure 
Cl-TR-1.1 on page 3.16-13 of the Draft Program EIR.) Costs for improvements that are 
required as mitigation for significant impacts identified in the Draft Program EIR would be 
funded by the project. 


83.8 A station in the median of I-580 was considered in the preliminary stages of the project, 
but was dropped from consideration. The reasons for dropping that station are described 
on page 2-58 of the Draft Program EIR. 


The MTC Regional Rail Plan does not include a BART extension to Tracy as an extension 
of the Dublin/Pleasanton BART Line, but rather as a possible future extension of the 
eBART line from Contra Costa County. Extending the Dublin/Pleasanton Line to Tracy 
was considered prior to formal scoping, and is discussed on page 2-64. The Regional Rail 
Plan designates ACE and the California High Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) as the service 
providers across the Altamont Pass. ACE is the current operator, and ACE intends to 
upgrade service incrementally, possibly transitioning to high-speed compatible equipment 
on new rights-of-way in the future. CHSRA and ACE are currently conducting an 
Alternatives Analysis and EIR/EIS for the Altamont Corridor Rail Project, (described in 
the Draft Program EIR on pages 1-16 to 1-17 and 3.2-131 to 3.2-132), which is 
considering upgrades to the Altamont Corridor rail services, which would connect with 
BART in the Tri-Valley. Therefore, locating the terminus station of the BART to 
Livermore extension outside the 1-580 median would not affect the prospects for these 
future connections to Tracy and points eastward. 
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83.9 According to the 2008 BART Passenger Profile Survey, 8.6 percent of the riders using the 
existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station arrived or departed by bus transit. This represents 
1,290 bus transit trips per weekday. While access by bus is not the primary means of 
accessing the station, it is a significant element in the overall access profile. Table 3.2-22 
on page 3.2-57 of the Draft Program EIR indicates the expected future access profile for 
each of the Tri-Valley stations. In the year 2035 bus transfers at Dublin/Pleasanton are 
expected to increase to 25 percent of the total ridership. The increase is a result of 
increased traffic congestion, constrained parking supply, and planned bus service 
improvements. The expected mode of access by transit is 20 to 24 percent depending on 
the alternative. Auto access is expected to be the primary access mode. 


83.10 Similar concerns were raised by the Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority 
(LAVTA) in their comment letter. Please refer to Response 21.1. Provision of LAVTA 
services to the Greenville East Station would involve substantial changes to existing 
LAVTA routes. 


83.11 The amount of traffic reduction on the 1-580 freeway and the major arterials relates to the 
amount of traffic from San J oaquin County that would use BART and those travelers from 
the Tri-Valley area that would use BART. This San Joaquin County information is 
presented in Table 3.2-20 on page 3.2-55 on the Draft Program EIR. The alternatives 
would attract from 16,800 to 22,600 daily San Joaquin County riders in the year 2035. 
While those alternatives with stations on or near 1-580 tend to perform better in attracting 
these trips, because of the long travel distances involved, the travel model indicates that 
San Joaquin County drivers will drive the relatively small additional distance to stations 
located off of 1-580 in order to access BART. However, stations such as Downtown 
Livermore and Vasco Road are located closer to many of the Livermore residences and 
jobs than those on the freeway. These individuals are also users of 1-580. Thus, these 
stations are more likely to attract Livermore riders than the freeway stations. 


83.12 Please refer to Master Response 2 of this document, regarding the assumptions and 
methodology used for the ridership forecasts. The ridership estimates are based on the 
projected population and employment of the areas served by each of the stations in the year 
2035. For the Downtown Livermore Station the primary sources of BART ridership would 
be from the jobs and the residences located within access distance from the station. The 
presence of the performing arts center in the downtown area would contribute to the 
potential BART ridership, but it would not be a primary factor in determining the total 
ridership. 


03.13 The capabilities of BART Police and local police are discussed in Section 3.13, Community 
Services, of the Draft Program EIR. Please refer to M aster Response 6 of this document, 
regarding the relationship of BART stations and crime. 


83.14 Please refer to Response 83.8. 


BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-401 
June 2010 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4 Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 


Mr. Malcolm Quint November 17, 2009 
BART Planning Department 

300 Lakeside Drive 

Oakland, CA 94612 


ear Mr, Quint: 


My comments are in regard to BART's Draft Program EIR presentation to the 
Policy Working Group meeting on November 6, 2009. Please consider my recommendations 
concerning the following segments of that presentation: 


C ison of Relative Costs Esti (page 23) 


1) In the final EIR BART must have at least two (possibly three) independent cost estimates of all 
Alternate Routes under consideration. These estimates should come from separate qualified and 
84.1 reputable engineering firms. Only with multiple independent estimates will we have true 
comparisons that can be considered credible by important future funding sources, 


2) The tabular comparisons presented on November 6 are lacking in many respects: 

a) The term “Sunk Costs" must be defined. 

b) The term “Soft Costs" must be defined. 

c) "Contingency" estimates are so “large” as to make the cost comparison almost 
meaningless. The basis for all contingency estimates must be given and backed with 
references to solid engineering practice. 


d) The basis for "Program Reserve" estimates must be elaborated and confirmed with 
established “best” practices. 


8) What is the purpose and explanation of the slatement, “costs are not discounted to reflect 
the current economic downturn"? If the economic downturn is even going to be mentioned 
then we need some elaboration on just how cost might have been “discounted”. 

Then, compare those “discounted” costs compare with the those given in the table. 


1) “Programmed” should be defined. If, in fact, that means that definite dollar amounts have been 
committed to BART to Livermore, then those amounts should be listed parenthetically with those 
84.3 “checked” sources. 


2) “Future” listings should be amplified to give approximate funding amounts that might be available. 
All "Future" sources should be checked to be certain that they are not fully committed to other 
programs. 


Respectfully submitted, ' 


SOF dias Neeng 


Clarence Hoenig 

588 Tyler Avenue 
Livermore, CA 94550 
Phone: 925-447-0411 


“hoenig@sbcglobal.net 
c. Mayor Marshall Kamena Tri-Valley Regional Rail Policy Working Group 
Livermore City Council clo Supervisor Scott ne ai 
City of Livermore Alameda County, District 
1052 S. Livermore Avenue 1221 Oak Street, Suite 536 
Livermore, CA 94550 Oakland, CA 94612 
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Letter 84 Clarence Hoenig 


84.1 The estimated costs for each extension alternative are provided in Section 2, Alternatives, 
and Appendix B of the Draft Program EIR. These cost estimates were prepared by 
AECOM, which has experience in BART cost analyses as the cost estimator for the Silicon 
Valley Rapid Transit Project under contract to the Santa Clara Valley Transportation 
Authority (VTA). The unit costs for that estimating effort have been validated by BART 
staff based upon BART's history of projects. In addition, the costing methodology utilized 
by AECOM in the BART to Livermore project was thoroughly reviewed and approved by 
BART staff, prior to the initiation of the estimating process. BART staff has reviewed and 
approved every interim and final costing product throughout the project. BART is 
confident in the accuracy of the cost estimating for this project as prepared by AECOM. In 
addition, the same methodology and unit costs for the estimating effort were used for each 
of the BART extension alternatives. Therefore, the cost comparison table presented in 
Appendix B provides an appropriate comparison of costs for the extension alternatives. 


84.2 The commentor requests clarification of the following items: 


a. “Sunk Costs” are costs already incurred which cannot be recovered regardless of future 
events. 


b. “Soft Costs” is a construction industry term for expense items that are not considered 
direct construction costs. Generally, Soft Costs include architectural, engineering, 
financing, and legal fees, and other pre- and post-construction expenses. Specifically 
in this study, “Soft Costs” are defined as “Engineering and Management” costs 
including engineering, supervision, and construction management by a General 
Engineering Consultant, including all subconsultants and engineering and 
administration by BART (excluding the cost of financing). For this study, Soft Costs 
were divided into the following major sub-categories: Project Administration; Design 
Engineering; Construction Management; Insurance, Legal, Permits, and Review Fees; 
Surveys, Testing, and Investigation; and Pre-Operating Expenses. 


c. The contingencies employed are based upon the current, widely accepted professional 
engineering practices. Typically, when limited engineering design is performed for an 
early stage of project development, the contingencies are relatively high when 
compared to contingencies utilized later in a project after significantly more 
engineering design has been completed. This approach will cover the high risk of 
uncertainty involved at this earliest stage of design. The contingencies vary for the 
various analyzed areas within this project (i.e., construction costs, right-of-way costs, 
and vehicle costs). These contingencies were developed by BART staff based upon 
their historical data for all of BART projects over the life of the BART system. 


d. Program reserve is an allowance to provide for changes that occur during construction, 
particularly construction change orders and claims. Since this project is at the earliest 
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84.3 


stages of conceptual design and with the existing uncertainties of the real estate market, 
a program reserve of 10 percent was assigned against the entire project cost, which is 
consistent with other BART projects at this stage. 


e. The statement, “costs are not discounted to reflect the current economic downturn,” 
indicates that the unit costs utilized in this study are based on the historical data 
developed from BART experience over the past four plus decades of BART 
construction activities. At the beginning of this study, the economic downturn had a 
significant and atypical downward effect on the unit costs to be applied. However, 
now, at the end of the study, these unit costs have significantly rebounded upwards 
with the recovering economy. The unit costs utilized are based on long-term 
experiences involving numerous up and down economic cycles. Therefore, AECOM 
and BART agreed that the most appropriate approach would be to use the historical 
average information and not current conditions which may be unrepresentative 
(depressed or inflated in the short-term) when compared to the more stable long-term 
averages. 


This comment references a slide in a Power Point presentation that was presented at the 
Policy Working Group on November 6, 2009. The slide is a summary of possible funding 
sources for the project, and is not included in the Draft Program EIR. “Programmed” 
funding sources are sources that have committed funds to the BART extension. Currently, 
ACTIA will provide between $5 and $10 million to continue study of the extension, and 
MTC will provide $80-$100 million to preserve right-of-way for the alternative selected as 
the preferred alternative. “Future” funding sources are those sources that may provide 
funding for the extension, although the amount and timing of the funding is uncertain. As 
noted in Master Response 8, a full-funding plan would be necessary at the time that a 
project-level evaluation was completed. The funding agencies would be responsible for 
ensuring that their funds were not oversubscribed. 
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December 17, 2009 


Mr. Malcolm Quint 

BART Planning Department 
300 Lakeshore Drive 
Oakland, CA 94612 


Dear Mr. Quint: 


Thank you for the very informative BART-To-Livermore public hearings that have been 
held in Livermore. 


Could you please clarify BART’s Draft Program EIR position on future parking requirements 
at a Downtown Livermore Station? In this regard, please include answers to the following 


questions: 
1) Would a Downtown Station after segs lly build out of 2000 plus new 85.1 
dwelling units substantially meet both BART and MTC requirements for Transit 


2) 


3) 


4) 


Oriented Development (TOD)? 


Does BART’s DEIR propose to buy and use Livermore’s existing three-level 85.2 
parking garage on Railroad Avenue? 


Does BART's DEIR propose to build other parking garages in the downtown ared g5_3 
of that size? If so, how many and where might they be located? 


Would a Vasco Road/ACE station coupled with Livermore's General PLAN 85.4 
allowance for additional new housing at that location satisfy both BART and 
MTC requirements for Transit Oriented Development (TOD)? 


Would if be possible to have your written response rica he questions sometime 
before the next BART Pleasanton workshop on January 6, 2010. 


Thank you for kind and prompt attention to these Issues. 
Ltt Ll 4 ome bh iecs 


Clarence Hoenig 
588 Tyler Avenue 
Livermore, CA 94550 
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Letter 85 Clarence Hoenig 


65.1 As shown in Table 5-4 (page 5-15 of the Draft Program EIR), the Downtown Livermore 
Station area contained 1,841 housing units in 2008. Based on existing land use plans and 
policies such as the Livermore Downtown Specific Plan, the Downtown Livermore Station 
area can accommodate up to 5,100 housing units by 2030. However, MTC Resolution 
#3434 Transit-Oriented Demand (TOD) Policy is based on a corridor-level housing 
threshold of 3,850 housing units on average per station area (page 5-14, paragraph 3), not 
on meeting the housing threshold for an individual station. As aresult, while a fully built- 
out Downtown Livermore Station area would satisfy MTC TOD requirements for that 
station alone, as a whole the alternatives that serve the Downtown Livermore Station would 
not meet the housing threshold, as low housing potential around other stations included in 
the alternatives would reduce the corridor-level average to below 3,850 units (see T able 5- 
4), 


As shown in Table 5-3 (page 5-13), all of the alternatives that include the Downtown 
Livermore Station were found to satisfy the ridership thresholds of the BART System 
Expansion Policy. 


85.2 As described on page 2-20 of the Draft Program EIR, the Downtown Station would contain 
2,500 commuter spaces distributed between a combination of surface lots, the existing 
375-space parking garage, and additional multi-level parking structures. The Draft 
Program EIR assumes that the existing 375-space parking garage in Downtown Livermore, 
owned by the City of Livermore, would be available for BART parking. However, BART 
does not plan to acquire ownership of the existing parking garage; the City of Livermore 
would continue to own it. This parking plan applies to all alternatives that have a 
Downtown Station (Alternatives la, 1b, 2a, 2b, 3, and 3a). 


§5.3 The Draft Program EIR assumes that the additional parking would be provided in 
Downtown Livermore, but the location of additional parking has not been identified. See 
the description of proposed parking for Alternative 1a, 1b, and 3a on page 2-20, 
Alternative 2a on page 2-33, Alternative 3 on page 2-37, and Alternative 2b in Section 1.4 
of this document. 


85.4 As shown in Table 5-4 (page 5-15 of the Draft Program EIR), the Vasco Road Station area 
contained 227 housing units in 2008. Based on existing land use plans and policies, the 
Vasco Road Station area can accommodate up to 956 housing units by 2030. As a result, 
even a fully built-out Vasco Road Station area would not satisfy the MTC housing 
threshold for average station area units. Accordingly, neither of the alternatives that serve 
the V asco Road Station would meet MTC funding requirements for TOD potential. 


As shown in Table 5-3 (page 5-13), all of the alternatives that include the Vasco Road 
Station satisfy the ridership thresholds of the BART System Expansion Policy. 
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86.1 


86.4 


"The Hombeck 5 Desktop" To <info@barttolivermore.ceg> 
<neal. |i @att.net> ma 
11/19/2009 09:13 AM bon 


Subject Commerts on Ban 


1, | would like to know what is the percentage of Livermore residents that would like BART to come to 
Livermore. From my understanding, it is few...! realize we have been paying for it and it sounded like a 
good idea, but why spend anymore money until we have a vote to have BART or not. | really don't think 
we have enough CITIZEN support to make any of this to go forward, save the time and money! 


2. | would like to see a comparison of crime rates for both cities of Dublin and Pleasanton before BART 
and after. Those should be published to the Livermore citizens before a vote is proposed. With BART 
comes crime, as a matter of fact, | remember all to well when the first Dublin/Pleasanton station was up 
and running. A car was stolen, the driver killed and left on 580 in Dublin and the assailant jumped out 
and ran to catch the BART and away they went. 


3. How about the 580 commuters? Is there a survey of how many are on 580 that would actually use 
BART in Livermore. | have heard friends say they would love BART to be here so it would free up 580, 
but they aren't the ones that would leave the traffic, they are expecting everyone else to take BART. Has 
there been a good study done on how many of the commuters would actually use BART? My 
understanding is that most of the current commuters on 580 are contractors that need their vehicles, 
people going to places BART doesn't reach (San Jose. S, Bay, etc.) and locations that BART goes close 
to but itis still easier to have a car, etc. 


4. lam FIRMLY against BART to the downtown area and the use of the UPPR track line. We are asking 
for our town values and home values to decline as a result of them going through our city and 
neighborhoods, not to mention increased noise, graffiti and overall problems. We already have Union 
Pacific Trains blaring their horn and in some places not needed (old Hexcel crossing that is fenced and 
abandoned), trains that sit for more than 24 hours on our tracks unattended and emitting diesel fumes, 
Our city is not going to be another Hayward/San Leandro corridor. There is nothing pretty or nice about 
BART in the air or ground through town! 


Thank you, 


Jill Hornbeck 
Living and loving Livermore since 1970 
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Letter 86 J ill Hornbeck 


86.1 


86.2 


86.3 


86.4 


This comment concerns the merits of proceeding with the program because of concerns 
about funding and public support. Numerous comments both supporting and opposing the 
project are included in this volume of comments. Please refer to Master Response 8 for a 
discussion of how a funding plan would be developed for the program. 


Please refer to Master Response 6 of this document, regarding the relationship of BART 
stations and crime. 


Please refer to Master Response 2 of this document, regarding the assumptions and 
methodology used for the ridership forecasts. The ridership model was developed using 
the information from surveys of Bay Area residents including residents of the Tri-Valley. 
The survey information was used to develop the expected distribution of trips between the 
Tri-Valley and the rest of the region including San Joaquin County. This distribution 
provides an indication of how many of these trips would be candidates for use of the BART 
systems and how many are bound for destinations beyond the areas served by BART. 


This comment concerns the merits of proceeding with an alignment through Downtown 
Livermore, based on concerns about property values, noise, graffiti, and other unspecified 
potential problems. A change in property values, in itself, does not constitute an 
environmental impact for purposes of CEQA. Noise was addressed in the Draft Program 
EIR in Section 3.10, Noise and Vibration. Please refer to Master Response 5 regarding 
issues in Downtown Livermore, including noise and property displacements. BART is 
powered by electricity and does not produce diesel emissions. Please refer to M aster 
Response 6 regarding safety and security around BART stations and in Downtown 
Livermore. 
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1450 Windsor Way 
Livermore, Cal 94550 
[925] 443-3433 

Dec 29. 2009 


Dear Sir 1 am a resident of Livermore for over 37 years. I did attend the second Bart 
meeting in Livermore. | felt the meeting was,in way rigged by monitors in cach table 

87.1 taking suggestion from those attending. The power was leaning to one way, It was to 
build Bart to downtown Livermore. It will to be a business financial venture for some 
one, I do believe the first meeting was the true picture of what the people really want. 
That Bart to be build along 580 corridor and not downtown, 


87.2 There is no city in Alameda or Contra County that has Bart in their downtown except 
Oakland and San Francisco. 


The cost to build downtown Livermore will be very expense. Ilomes and business will be 
removed for Bart right of way, A trench will have to be dug for Bart tracks. New parking 
Jot in the downtown that will be clog. Who will this Bart station really help except some 

people who will ride Bart, and that business in the downtown Livermore? The car traffic 

is on 580 freeways. 


My suggestion is to build a station on El Charro where there is going to be Livermore 60 
stores and Outlet. It is near Isabel highway 84 and traffic. At this time there seem to be 
land that can be used for a station. It will be near the future Stonebridge road leading 
from Pleasanton into Isabel. This station is on the freeway and will be used by 

87.4 Livermore, and Pleasanton and freeway traffic. 


The other station can be built on Vasco or Greenville as needed. It is best way and less 
expensive for all. 


I thank you for your consideration to alleviated traffic on 580 and at same time have Bart 
service for the people in Livermore and Pleasanton. 


Hopi 


"$V Huerta. 
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Letter 87 S. V. Huerta 


87.1 The commentor appears to be referring to a series of community meetings that were held 
by the City of Livermore to discuss the potential BART extension alignments and station 
sites. These meetings were sponsored and staffed by the City and held independently of 
BART. BART held three public hearings to accept comments on the Draft Program EIR: 
November 18, 2009, December 2, 20009, and January 6, 2010. The transcripts of those 
meetings are presented in Section 5 of this document. 


87.2 There are a number of locations on the BART system besides San Francisco and Oakland 
where BART serves a downtown directly, or is adjacent to the downtown in approximately 
the same relationship as the proposed Downtown Livermore Station is to Downtown 
Livermore. These locations include Berkeley, Hayward, Orinda, Lafayette, Walnut Creek, 
and Concord. For new extensions, BART is now guided by BART's System Expansion 
Policy (SEP), which looks at a series of criteria for extensions, including residential and 
employment density, land use policies, opportunities for ridership development through 
transit oriented development. Downtown sites offer more opportunities for meeting these 
criteria. 


87.3 A downtown station would provide more opportunities for more intense land use and 
transit-oriented development in Downtown Livermore. Such development is generally 
expected to reduce reliance on automobile use and provide additional amenities for the 
community. Please refer also to Master Response 5 regarding issues in Downtown 
Livermore, including property displacements. Construction impacts were identified in the 
Draft Program EIR in Section 3.16, Construction Impacts. Traffic impacts were identified 
in the Draft Program EIR in Section 3.2, Transportation. 


The issue of selecting an alignment alternative through Downtown Livermore is ultimately 
a question of merit. The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the 
alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


87.4 This comment concerns a suggestion for a new alternative for a station location on El 
Charro Road near |-580, a location that was not studied in the EIR. With an existing 
BART station at Dublin/Pleasanton east of Dougherty Road, a second station at E] Charro 
Road was deemed to be too close to the existing station and not far enough east to take full 
advantage of ridership from Livermore. The proposed |sabel/l-580 Station is much better 
positioned to capture Livermore riders (an important project objective), and a location 
along Isabel Avenue (SR 84) with a connection to Portola Avenue provides better access to 
Livermore’s population centers. Please refer also to Master Response 3, regarding issues 
with the alignment alternatives using the El Charro/Chain of Lakes routing. 
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Letter 88 


Roxanne Huguet To into@barttolivermore.org 
<roxannehuguet @yahoo.com> 
ce 
y 11/22/2009 01:59 AM bee 


Subject When is Livermore going to have a BART station if all goes 
according to plan? 


Dear BART. 


4s a home owner of two homes in Livermore it is very refreshing that you are talking 
about finally having a line out to Livermore, Please tell me when we can expect a line to 
Livermore. Will it be in the next 5 years? 10 years or will be need to wait 30? As a BART 
lax payer since the 70's | can’t believe you are actually going to extend it there since we 
had to wait for a second Pleasanton station first (nol sure why) the SFO airport, | 
understood that one even though they did not pay for it. | vote for it to go to Vaseo Road 
and wish it would go to the North side where then it could continue to Brentwood. That is 
my proposed vote even though it looks like you want it to go to South Vasco and then on 
to Greenville East. There is a lot of land that is vacant near South Vasco off the freeway. 
Not sure if that is available. Can't wait unitl you come to Livermore where the traffic is 
horrible and we have been paying and waiting over three decades for you to come. Please 
tell me when we can expect you to break ground if all goes according to plan ie working 
with Livermore and Pleasanton to get this going. 


Thanks again for finally remembering Livermore! 


Roxanne Huguet 
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Letter 88 Roxanne Huguet 


88.1 


This comment concerns the schedule for constructing the BART extension to Livermore, 
the amount of time Livermore residents have been waiting for a BART extension, and the 
merits of routing alternatives in the vicinity of Vasco Road. A schedule for construction 
has not yet been developed. The proposed extension is currently in the program-level stage 
of the environmental process, which is intended to select a preferred alignment for 
purposes of allowing right-of-way preservation to commence. The next step would be the 
project-level environmental process, which will examine benefits and impacts in more 
detail. It is in this future phase that a funding plan would be developed, and which would 
determine the schedule for implementation. Please refer to M aster Response 8 for further 
information on the original BART system, extension plans, and developing a funding plan. 


The comment also suggests a station at Vasco Road with BART extending on V asco Road 
to Brentwood. A station at Vasco Road would duplicate service provided either at the 
Isabel/I-580 Station or a terminus station at Greenville and was not considered in the Draft 
Program EIR. BART is not considering an extension from Livermore to Brentwood, but 
BART is currently extending service from Pittsburg/Bay Point to Antioch along State 
Route 4 with its eBART project. Brentwood has been considered for BART service via a 
future eBART extension along State Route 4. 
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89.1 


89.2 


89.3 


89.4 


a2 2 —_——__8 2 _4 2-4 


pk Hunt To <into@bantolivermore.ceg> 
pomona.@ x 


11/23/2009 08:20 AM bee 
Subject Dratt environmental impact report 


I have two concerns about the proposed BART station in downtown Livermore: 
(1) Parking 


How much additional parking will be provided for a new station? The 
additional parking proposed for the new Regional Theater seems inadequate, 
and indeed the presenter at a meeting I attended said that street parking 
was included in the calculations. (Street parking downtown during the day is 
not so easy to find even now.) I realise that daytime BART use and evening 
theater use are different, but there will be some overlap. 


Where will this parking be? Will it take up space being considered for 
Transit Oriented Development? 


(2) Congestion 


It is already harder to get through downtown than it used to be. Infill 
housing and the redevelopment of First Street, both of which are good 
things, are to blame for that. I anticipate that BART riders arriving and 
leaving can only make congestion worse and make it harder for customers to 
get to downtown businesses. I have to drive through downtown to get to or 
from the freeway (or else go a long way around), so increased congestion 
will impact me, even though downtown is not my destination. 


Bus? 


Both of these problems can be alleviated by a significant increase in 
density and frequency of local bus service, but I don’t see that happening 
without a financial subsidy from somewhere. I live about a mile from either 
of two bus stops. I rarely use the bus because of the time it takes to walk 
to and from the stop and because of the bus's poky progress. (For example, 
it takes more than an hour to get to the Pleasanton/Dublin BART station by 
bus, and I can drive it in 20 minutes, even going through downtown.) 
Livermore's outlying neighborhoods are as sparsely served as mine is. 
Carolyn Hunt <carolynhunt@alum. pomona. edu> 

3962 Fordham Way, Livermore CA 9450 
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Letter 89 Carolyn Hunt 


89.1 


89.2 


89.3 


89.4 


The Downtown Livermore Station is proposed to have 2,500 parking spaces. Please refer 
to Master Response 5 for more information about the location of the station and station 
parking. Typically parking at BART stations is lightly used in the evenings and on 
weekends, so it is reasonable to assume the patrons of the Regional Theatre could park in 
the BART parking facilities and walk to the theatre to attend evening and weekend events. 


The purpose and scope of the Draft Program EIR was to provide a basis for the comparison 
of alternatives for a BART extension to Livermore. Asa result the conceptual design and 
layout of the potential new BART stations was not developed and the specific locations of 
the parking facilities have not been determined. However, BART intends to work closely 
with the City of Livermore to make sure that the design of the station and station parking 
supports opportunities for transit-oriented development, as that is one of the objectives of 
the BART extension project. 


Please refer to Master Response 5 of this document, regarding traffic and parking in 
Downtown Livermore. Also please refer to Tables 3.2-27 to 3.2-30 starting on page 
3.2-88 of the Draft Program EIR, which provide a summary of the traffic impact analysis. 
Intersections 8 (First Street/Livermore Avenue) and 9 (First Street/Scott Street) in the 
tables are located in the downtown area. A downtown BART station will create increases in 
traffic on downtown streets, but the analysis did not indicate any significant impacts. 


A BART extension to Livermore would include rerouting some of the local bus lines to 
serve the BART station. LAVTA’s plans for future changes to local bus services are 
identified in the Draft Program EIR on page 3.2-41. 
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BART to Livermore Extension Program 
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Comments 


Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions concerning the Dralt PEIR of the yy to 
Livermore Extension. (Name and contact information optional.) 

Name (please print): be Viale Oa 1 ee L- a he Gay vip LA “icf 
Address: / GEL etl oak gue 0 cy, Awey cee siae: (4 2: £YFESp 
Phorle: PAD) B3I7-2 4b). ___ Emai:: gensth © 4 meaife Carry 


COMMENTS / QUESTIONS: 


=— BART to Livermore Extension Program 
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Letter 90 Genoveva J ones 


90.1 


90.2 


90.3 


Construction impacts, including duration of construction, are addressed in Section 3.16, 
Construction Impacts, of the Draft Program EIR, and overall project duration is shown in 
Table 3.16-1 on page 3.16-5. A construction phasing plan will be developed as part of the 
project-level EIR, and at that time more detailed schedules will be developed for each 
construction phase and location, including downtown. BART must develop construction 
phasing and traffic mitigation plans for various modes as part of the project-level EIR, as 
described on pages 3.16-3 to 3.16-5. BART does not expect that a substantial portion of 
the downtown area would need to be closed for construction. It is likely that construction 
would be phased such that access to locations downtown can be maintained throughout the 
construction period, though alternate travel routes may need to be used for specific periods 
for some locations. 


This comment concerns the merits of building the extension with one station only at 
Greenville and the obstruction of businesses in Livermore. Land use compatibility of the 
various BART alternatives with existing land uses is discussed beginning on page 3.3-35 of 
the Draft Program EIR. Construction impacts, including potential traffic impacts (page 
3.16-11), are discussed in Section 3.16 of the Draft Program EIR. 


Potential land use changes discussed by BART relate to increased transit-oriented 
development around station sites. However, any zoning map changes necessary to 
accommodate land use changes to Downtown Livermore remain under the jurisdiction of 
the City of Livermore. 
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Letter 91 

0 To into@bantolivermore.org 
12/26/2009 04:47 PM ce 
bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Contact Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Saturday, December 26, 2009 at 17:47:13 


First Name: William 
Last Name: Junk 
Email: wnj12230@comcast. net 


Message: The only intelligent route choice for the Livermore extension is the 

91.1 I-580 median to the Greenville area. There is plenty of space for parking and 
it will be convienient for drivers from the central valley. It will be the 
least expensive route to build and will serve more BART riders. Has anyone 
taken a survey to see how many BART riders live in the downtown Livermore 
area? How many riders would walk to or from a downtown station at night or in 
the winter? Where would they park if they drove to the station? We have 

91.2 several ACE Trains, and lots of freight trains every day, plus the 

4 possibility of a high speed train in the future - we don't need any more 

trains in our residential areas. 
Bill 


verifytext: 4951 


REMOTE ADDR: 24.5.209.78 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 6.0; Windows NT 5.1; 
Trident/4.0; (Rl 1.5); .NET CLR 1.1.4322; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; .NET CLR 
3.0.4506.2152: .NET CLR 3.5.30729; InfoPath.1: OfficeLiveConnector.1.47 
OfficeLivePatch. 1.3) 
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Letter 91 William J unk 


OL. 


91.2 


As described in Master Response 2 and the Draft Program EIR, the traffic analysis takes 
into consideration accessibility and availability of parking at the stations to determine 
ridership. The estimated costs for each extension alternative are provided in Section 2, 
Alternatives, and Appendix B of the Draft Program EIR. The BART Board of Directors 
will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a 
preferred alternative. 


Please refer to Master Response 2 of this document, regarding the assumptions and 
methodology used for the ridership forecasts. The Downtown Livermore Station is 
proposed to have 2,500 parking spaces. Please refer to Master Response 5 for more 
information about the location of the station and station parking. Table 3.2-22 on page 
3.2-57 and 58 of the Draft Program EIR indicates the percentage of the estimated ridership 
that would walk to the BART stations. For the Downtown Livermore Station the 
percentage ranges from four to seven percent depending on which alternative alignment is 
considered. Typically the number of persons walking will vary throughout the year as it is 
influenced by the weather conditions and the hours of daylight. As noted by the 
commentor, the area already includes train activity along the UPRR corridor and could 
include future HSR trains. BART trains would contribute to noise and vibration impacts in 
these areas if a UPRR alignment is selected. These impacts are addressed in the Draft 
Program EIR in Section 3.10, Noise and Vibration. 
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0 To ino@bantolivermore.org 
12/28/2009 10:11 PM ce 
bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Monday, December 28, 2009 at 23:11:50 


First Name: James 

Last Name: Kelly 

Email: mr.Jameskelly@comcast.net 

Message: Greenville Station will cause 4 hugh traffic Jam on 580 west bound 


the ace train causes back up of traffic on greenville exit. entering 
Livermore. all the traffic getting off and going under the freeway 


92.1 putting a station on the north side of the freeway instead of the south 

side 

it has more space for parking , easyer to get to for commuters 

to access ,easyer to build a longer and wider freeway off ramp 
for less impact on the freeway 

Submit: Submit 

REMOTE ADDR: 24.23.234.238 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 8.0; Windows NT 6.0; 

Trident/4.0; SLOC1; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; Media Center PC 5.0; .NET CLR 
3.5.30729; .NET CLR 3.0.30618) 
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Letter 92 J ames Kelly 


92,1 


The potential for a station near Greenville Road located north of the freeway was 
considered during the EIR process. This was part of the alternative alignment named 
Greenville West, which involved a BART station on the lands north of 1-580 and west of 
Greenville Road that are currently owned by BART (see page 2-62 of the Draft Program 
EIR). This option was rejected because a station in this location would not provide for a 
connection to ACE. Also please refer to Tables 3.2-27 to 3.2-30 starting on page 3.2-88 of 
the Draft Program EIR, which provide a summary of the traffic impact analysis. 
Alternative 1 would cause significant traffic impacts at the intersections of Greenville Road 
with the I-580 ramps. Mitigation for these impacts has been proposed (see M itigation 
Measures TR-4.9 and TR-4.10 on page 3.2-130) in the form of adding and modifying 
traffic lanes at these intersections. 
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93.2 


93.3 


0 To into@bantolivermore.org 


a, 01/03/2010 10:53 AM ce 
sit bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Sunday, January 3, 2010 at 11:53:34 


First_Name: Paul 
Last Name: Kendall 
Email: kendall.p@comeast.net 


Message: I am 100% AGAINST this expansion of BART! Livermore is still a small 
quaint town with only around 83,000 people. Livermore has recently spent a4 
significant amount of money to refurbish the downtown area. Brining BART in 
this area will only invite more “unwanted characters” to this area. Just look 
at some neighboring cities for examples. Pleasanton has seen some 
unpleasantness by not much because there is only one stop on the freeway. Who 
was the brain-trust behind bring 5 stops to such a small city? 


Who is paying for this? I have no doubt I will via additonal taxes! Do these 
businesses actually think they will benefit? The sort of people to arrive on 
BART do not have the kind of resources these businesses are looking for. 


has done the necessary cost/benefit analysis? What is the expecte ROI for 
this venture? The city council must be prepared to share this information 
with the citizens it is going to effect the most! 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 76.103.233.245 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible: MSIE 7.0: Windows NT 5.1; .NET CLR 
1.1,4322: .NET CLR 2.0.50727: .NET CLR 3.0.4506.2152: .NET CLR 3.5.30729) 
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Letter 93 Paul K endall 


93.1 


93.2 


93:3 


Although the Draft Program EIR evaluated five station locations for the various 
alternatives, at most only two of the stations are proposed to be built. Please refer to 
Master Response 6 of this document, regarding the relationship of BART stations and 
crime. 


This comment concerns how the extension would be funded. Please refer to M aster 
Response 8 for further information on funding. 


This comment asks if a cost-benefit analysis has been performed for the project and 
inquires about the potential return-on-investment. Cost-benefit analysis and return-on- 
investment are not CEQA issues. Cost-benefit is a component of BART’s System 
Expansion Policy (SEP) however, and BART staff have performed a preliminary ranking 
of the alternatives based on cost per new rider as part of the recommendation to the BART 
Board on selecting a preferred alternative. This information can be found in the document 
“Preliminary Alternative Ranking Memorandum, BART to Livermore Extension,” which 
will be presented to the BART Board as part of the Board’s consideration of the project. In 
addition, if the BART Board elects to proceed with the program and the extension is 
included in the FTA’s New Starts Program, cost-effectiveness is one criterion for 
advancement in that program. 
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94.1 


Letter 94 


0 To ino@bantolivermore.org 
Dae 01/19/2010 08:29 AM c 
: ; 3 ; bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Tuesday, January 19, 2010 at 09:29:04 


First Name: Bradley 
Last_Name: Kurtzer 
Email: kurtzerracing@aol.com 


essage: I own 4 bussiness ard property on the corner of Junction ave and Old 
First street that backs up to the railroad tracks. If the chosen route of BART 
utalises the RR tracks behind my property, how will this impact my bussiness 
and property? Will BART eminate domain my property? Will my bussinees be 
relocated and if so when, how, etc. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 207.200.116.135 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 7.0; AOL 9.1; AOLBuild 
4334.5010; Windows NT 5.1; Trident/4.0; .NET CLR 1,1.4522) 
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Letter 94 Bradley K urtzer 


94.1 


This comment concerns property displacement and potential use of eminent domain. 
BART does need to acquire property for right-of-way and stations for any extension 
program, and this is typically done through appraisal and negotiation. The need to acquire 
parcels was identified on pages 3.4-15 through 3.4-23 of the Draft Program EIR, and the 
preliminary list of parcels identified for acquisition was included in Appendix C. This list 
could change, based on engineering refinements in the project-level design phase of the 
program. Any acquisitions would be made consistent with an acquisition and relocation 
program that meets the requirements of state relocation law (see Mitigation M easure PH- 
2.1, page 3.4-23). Such a program includes fair market compensation for acquired 
properties, as well as relocation assistance. 
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95.1 


Letter 95 


0 To ino@bantolivermore.org 
Dae 01/23/2010 07:21 PM ce 
Pasess3 bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Contact Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Saturday, January 23, 2010 at 20:21:53 


First_Name: vamsee 

Last Name: lakamezani 

Email: vamsee@livermorebart.org 

Message: With the Vasco station option, is it possible to use the BART land 
near Greenville for the yard? This leaves more space available near Vasco for 
TOD. 

verifytext: ZFYH 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 99. 64.35.129 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Windows; U; Windows NT 6.1; en-US; rv:1.9.1.7) 
Gecko/20091221 Firefox/3.5.7 GTB6 (.NET CLR 3.5, 30729) 
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Letter 95 Vamsee Lakamsani 


95.1 It would be theoretically possible to have a station at Vasco and use a yard site at 
Greenville, though none of the alternatives studied had this configuration. Due to the 
distance between the yard and the first station, this configuration requires more movement 
of empty, non-revenue generating trains (Known as deadheading) than other alternatives. 
This would lead to higher operating costs. More importantly, during the public comment 
period, several resource agencies identified biological resource issues at the Greenville 
Yard site that may make a rail yard at Greenville infeasible. Please refer to M aster 
Response 7 of this document, regarding biological resource issues at the Greenville Y ard 
site. 
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“Freddy W. Lewis" To ino@bantolivermore.org 
<flowts @calpoly. edu> aS 
12/16/2009 01:27 AM bee 
Subject public comment 
96.1 I think alternative 2A is by far the best option. The city of Livermore iz in 


the midst of a downtown revitalization which provides great opportunities for 
a downtown BART station. Transit oriented development is already in the works 
there, and would only increase with the BART station. The second station on 
Vasco Rd should obviously connect with the existing ACE train so commuters 
96.2 from the central valley could have access to BART. This connection to ACE is 
crucial and will undoubtedly boost ridership for BART. To not make this 
connection and build a BART station somewhere else would be a waste of money. 
The rail infrastructure is slready in place so why not connect BART to it? 


IT was also curious what the timeline is until the start of construction once a 
preferred alignment is decided (date?). This project has been talked about for 
96.3 over 20 years and the citizens of Livermore have been paying taxes for it ever 
Since. I don’t really understand what held this project up. From the funding 
section of the program EIR it seems like the budget for this project is 
figured out so why did it take over 20 years to get to the program EIR stage? 


Freddy Lewis 
City & Regional Planning 
Cal Poly San Luis OCbispo 
Class of 2009 
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Letter 96 Freddy Lewis 


96.1 


96.2 


96.3 


This comment concerns the merits of Alternative 2a. The BART Board of Directors will 
consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a 
preferred alternative. 


All alternatives except Alternative 4 have a transfer station with ACE. Please refer to 
Table 3.2-22 in the Draft Program EIR, on pages 3.2-57 and 3.2-58, which shows the 
anticipated transfer levels to and from ACE for all of the alternatives. 


The proposed extension is currently in the program-level stage of the environmental 
process, which is intended to select a preferred alignment for purposes of allowing right-of- 
way preservation to commence. The BART Board is expected to select a preferred 
alternative in the summer of 2010. When funding becomes available, the next step would 
be the project-level environmental process, which would examine the selected alternative in 
greater detail. The schedule for the project-level environmental review and any subsequent 
work on final design and construction has not yet been determined. A funding plan would 
be required as part of the project-level environmental process, and the availability of 
funding would largely determine the schedule for construction. Please refer to M aster 
Response 8 for further information on developing a funding plan. Please also refer to 
Master Response 8 for information on the amount of time Livermore residents have been 
waiting for a BART extension. With regard to the question of the amount of time it has 
taken to get to the program-level environmental review process, this process could not 
proceed until the preceding multi-modal !-580 corridor study was completed. That study 
was completed in October 2004, and this program-level review began in early 2008, once 
funding was secured for the environmental process. 
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97,1 


0 To info@bartolivermore.org 
12/26/2009 11:15 PM c 
bec 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
(4) on Sunday, December 27, 2009 at 00:15:20 


rm meee 


First Name: sandy 
Last_Name;: li 


Email: sandy_h_ li@yahoo.com 


Pressage: when would livermore bart station be transporting? 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 75.36.228.71 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 7.0; Windows NT 6.0; GTB6; 
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Letter 97 Sandy Li 


97.1 A schedule for construction and start of service of the BART extension has not been set. 
Please see Response 96.3. 
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Letter 98 
0 To ino@bartolivermore.org 
01/20/2010 11:13 AM ce 
bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() om Wednesday, January 20, 2010 at 12:13:25 


First_Name: carolyn 

Last_Name: lord 

Email: cmlord@lordanglin.com 

Message: Dear Bart, 

I am an occasional Bart rider. 

I drove into Oakland by car 2004-08. I had 1-4 children I was taking to school 
and back, either near the Rockridge or the 22nd and Broadway stations. Bart 
would have been slower, several transfers, and more expensive. Only when my 


son was in 7th grade did he start to occasionally take Bart home. 


I do take Bart to the Oakland Airport; would love the new connector! Also, I 
take Bart into San Francisco when the destination is within walking distance, 


98.1 I'll mike my comments bullet-style 
Bart has owned land in Livermore for how many years? 


CIty of Livermore made land-use planning decisions ignoring Bart sites 


98.2 
Now City of Livermore is using Transit Oriented Development (TOD) lingo to 
force Bart’s hand to put it downtown 
City put their civic improvements, library, city hall, ree center, in 
scattered locations, confounding urben planning norms, NONE are downtown, ali 
require car use 

98.3 


Land near Bart was not zoned by the city to take advantage of station sites 


98.4 hy is the Isabel/580 interchange being built without 4 thought or care for 4 
rt Station? Reconfiuring is going to cost $$$ 


ity voted on Urban Growth Boundary within the last 10 years, placing 
98.5 presexisiting Bart sites at the edges, rather than have the boundary allow for 
development around Bart. Sensible urban planners have known about TOD for 
ecades, so the City shouldn’t sct ‘surprised’ 


08.6 Current city mayor once said that he didin'’t want Bart because it'd be “growth 
inducing”, and supported decisions that turned Livermore away from the 580 
freeway and Bart development sites. 


98.7 Bart should stay at Isabel ard Greenville as you've been for decades, Voters 
can move the Livermore UGB, if they want Bart 
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Letter 98 Carolyn Lord 


98.1 BART purchased the Isabel/l-580 Station site in August 1988. BART purchased the 
Greenville Y ard site in several transactions between October 1989 and J anuary 1990. 


98.2 The City of Livermore has made numerous policy decisions concerning land use around 
BART-owned property. The Draft Program EIR, Section 3.3, Land Use, describes the 
City of Livermore General Plan policies that reflect these efforts, including Policy 
LU-3.1.P1, which calls for the preparation of a Specific Plan for Greenville BART transit- 
oriented development (TOD; page 3.3-23). In addition, General Plan Actions 3 and 5 of 
Objective CIR-3.1 advocate the extension of BART to Greenville Road and the 
preservation of necessary 1-580 right-of-way (page 3.3-25). As shown in Figure 3.3-4 
(page 3.3-21), the City has designated a swath of land, north of |-580 between V asco Road 
and Greenville Road, as Community Facilities-BART, which allocates the area for BART- 
related uses. Finally, the City’s Greenville BART Transit-Oriented Development 
Transitional Area (see Figure 3.3-4, page 3.3-21) was established to provide for a mix of 
land uses appropriate to the area around a transit station (page 3.3-28, paragraph 3). 


System requirements related to TOD are the result of BART and MTC regional policies 
regarding ridership and housing density necessary to justify expansion of transit service, 
not City of Livermore land use decisions or policy. As described and assessed in Section 
5.4, Regional Transit-Oriented Development Policy (pages 5-11 to 5-19), the BART 
System Expansion Policy and MTC Resolution #3434 require transit extension projects to 
satisfy minimal ridership and housing unit thresholds in order verify TOD potential and 
receive project funding. 


98.3 As outlined in Response 98.2, the City of Livermore adopted numerous land use policies to 
maximize use of BART-owned land in the City. 


98.4 The rebuilding of the |-580/lsabel interchange is being coordinated with a potential future 
BART station at I-580/Isabel. Coordination of the two projects was identified in the Draft 
Program EIR on Figure 2-3 on page 2-12. This figure illustrates the new interchange 
footprint and the proposed BART station location. The project to rebuild the interchange is 
being jointly managed by the City of Livermore and Caltrans, and all new interchanges 
along this section of 1-580 have to conform to the footprint of the future I-580 managed 
lane project and the potential BART right-of-way in the freeway median. All major 
structural and civil works conform to the potential BART right-of-way in the freeway 
median, though minor changes may be needed to ancillary elements of the interchange. 
Additional details would be developed during preliminary design and engineering in the 
project-level EIR/EIS phase of the program. 
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98.5 


98.6 


98.7 


The East County Area Urban Growth Boundary is recognized in the Draft Program EIR, 
and its effect on the proposed alignment alternatives is analyzed in Section 3.3, Land Use, 
beginning on page 3.3-19. See also Section 4.4, Growth-Inducing Impacts. 


Please refer to Section 4.4, Growth-Inducing Impacts in the Draft Program EIR. 


This comment concerns the merits of the alternative station locations at Isabel/l-580 and 
Greenville. The need for a vote to relocate the Urban Growth Boundary in order to 
accommodate transit-oriented development surrounding those stations is discussed in the 
Draft Program EIR on page 4-5. The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of 
the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 
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Letter 99 


Randy Masker To infogbamolivermore.org 
<maskerfemily @yahoo.com> os 
12/07/2008 08:32 PM ron 


Subject Livermore Bart 


Pardon me, but is Bart to Livermore really going to happen? l 99.1 


Thank you!!! 
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Letter 99 Randy Masker 


99.1 The BART Board is expected to select a preferred alternative for the BART to Livermore 
Extension Program this summer. This would allow BART to begin protective right-of-way 
acquisition. In terms of overall schedule for project construction and operation, please see 
Response 96. 3. 
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100.1 


0 To ino@bantolivermore.org 
12/02/2009 09:00 PM ce 
bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Contact Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Wednesday, December 2, 2009 at 22:00:38 


First_Name: jeff 
Last Name: mcauliff 
Email: jeffner@sbeglobal.net 


Message: Bart needs to stay the course that was always planed.stay on the 
middle of 580!! you already have the land,by moving it thru town it wiil more 
then triple the cost and add 10 years from lawsuits and buying up land.also 
bart needs to keep the same style cars that have been in use since day one. the 
new style cars will cost more as you dont have the maintence set up for that 
yetilit would cost more for the new tools and other equipment tp repair. having 
bart in the middle of the freeway has worked for 30 years so far so dont redo 
the wheel! !with the money that would be saved bart could get closer to tracy 
faster like put a station at mountain house. 

best 

jeff meauliff 


verifytext: unwi 


REMOTE ADDR: 71.131.17.75 
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Letter 100 J eff M cAuliff 


100.1 


This comment concerns the merits of choosing an alternative that is in the I-580 freeway 
median. The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment 
alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. Regarding the 
comment that BART should keep its existing cars, BART is now in the process of 
designing and procuring new cars. (See page 3.2-61 of the Draft Program EIR.) The new 
cars will be needed to replace the existing vehicle fleet, many of which were manufactured 
in 1972, as well as provide cars to serve planned extensions, such as Warm Springs. 
Regarding the commentor’s suggestion that BART be extended toward Tracy to M ountain 
House, see Response 83.8. 
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Letter 101 


0 To into@bantolivermore.org 
01/19/2010 03:28 PM ce 


bee 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Tuesday, January 19, 2010 at 16:28:09 


First_Name: Daniel 
Last_Name: McInerney 
Email: damnmactcomeast.net 


Message: Dear BART Board: 
As & person residing near Portola, I am very concerned about potential 
vibration that would result from the proposed underground Portola line. Your 
101.1 | Draft Program EIR states that even after mitigation measures, there is an 
assumed “cumulatively considerable the impact would remain potentially 
Significant and unavoidable.” Additionally the DPEIR indicates that the 
largest number of residents impacted would be via the Portola line, including 
two schools! With trains running every 15 minutes, this would make life 
miserable for anyone living, working, or trying to get an education in the 
area around Portola. 


I would like to join my frierxs, family and neighbors in asking you to 

eliminate the Portola line from your list of options. BART’s number one 
101.2 | priority should be to get cars off the freeways as quickly as possible and 

that is done most economically by implementing the 580 stations at Isabel and 

Greenville. According to predictions, this line would also have the largest 

ridership, increasing income for BART. 

This seems logical and fiscally responsible, 


Submit: Submit 
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Letter 101 Daniel McInerney 


101.1 


101.2 


As discussed on pages 3.10-68 and 3.10-69 of the Draft Program EIR, vibration from the 
alignment under Portola Avenue may significantly impact receptors within 125 feet using 
conservative assumptions regarding soil characteristics. Mitigation Measure NO-6.1 
would require a site-specific detailed vibration study to verify if impacts are significant, 
and if so, specify practices to reduce the vibration levels. However, sufficient information 
is not available under this program-level analysis to conclude with certainty that this 
mitigation would reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, the impact is 
considered potentially significant and unavoidable. As the commentor noted, there are two 
schools near Portola Avenue (Junction Avenue Middle School and Portola Avenue 
Elementary School). However, the nearest buildings on the school property where 
students would be studying are located more than 125 feet from the proposed alignment. 
As such, vibration at these buildings is predicted to be less-than-significant. 


The commentor supports a freeway alignment and eliminating the Portola alternatives. The 
BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the 
final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 
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Roy Nakadegawa To int Molivermor: 
= pee en meal ae “o iia 
01/21/2010 04:13 PM bee 
Subject Commerts on Livermore BART Extension EIR 
| History. S% This message has been forwarded 


Comments on Livermore EIS BART Extension 1 21 2010 
General Comments ; 


Obama Achinistration is working on its own six year Transportation Bill 
that will include more than just traffic relief and parking. It appears 
it will include a broader set of six performance criteria: 

* Economic development * Mobility improvements * Environmental benefits 
* Operating efficiencies * Cost effectiveness * Land use 


Of which much of many of my comments includes. 


Overall comment is that the EIR is predominately oriented to a short 
term with conventional views on current access via autos and concerns on 
auto congestion. It does not view future development in terms of Station 
Area Development and multi-use development in keeping with Smart Growth 

102.1] Jamt Tobs. It does mention MTC requirement of dwelling units around heavy 
rail but does not project what is required to meet this requirement. 
Also local transit can provide alternative access to stations but again 
there is little consideration of this or any possible funding for of 
this alternative. 


Basically the short term considerations only includes access with cars 
and does not consider the full long term of land development, economy, 
other mobility improvements, or really looks into cost-effectiveness but 
102.2 | the EIR only mentions land use and mobility improvements in passing. The 
EIR considers extensive area for parking but little on land development 
with TODs other than mentioning MTC'’s housing density criteria for heavy 
rail . And BART has 4 poor unwritten policy where one needs to replace 
each parking space when developing on BART property, 
Why is there 4 need for structured parking where surface parking on most 
stations have adequate space for surface parking? Once Structured 
parking is provided, it will exist almost in perpetuity due to its 
expensive cost and permanence. What are its life-cycle costs and the 
chance of being rebuilt or removed? Are we going to still promote auto 
access in perpetuity when we know US on a per capita generates the most 
102.3 GHG in the world and transportation in our area accounts for half of the 
GHG emission? In addition, since Structured parking is invariably built 
right next to the station entrance, it will remain in operation even 
when a future TOD is built, but a good TOD should be pedestrian 
oriented. And I believe BART still has an unwritten policy, where any 
developer is required to replace each parking space on a 1:1 basis, 
which makes any TOD still be car-oriented. If any parking including 
structured parking is to be built they should be a block or two back 
from the entrance to the station to allow future multi-use development 
in this prime location as I have observed TODs in Sweden and Japan. This 
makes for 4 nice comfortable pedestrian oriented TOD. 


102 ale lastly; There was 4 recent article on Bay Region Transit cost - The 
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ix? Culture shifting gears, Mike Rosenberg, bayareanewsgroup,: 01/13/2010 
“Bay Area transit agencies are spering $3.58 per passenger mile, far 
more than comparable public transportation providers in Los Angeles 

102.4 ($1.87), Philadelphia ($1.88), New York City ($1.68), Chicago ($1.97) 

7 and Boston ($2.38), according to the Tranzit Sustainability Project. Bay 

comt. JArea transit could save $94 million annually by adopting administrative 
costs on par with Los Angeles’ transit system, project consultants say.” 
{ I maintain that we have been extending a costly Metro to provide 
intercity service is one of the reason Bay Area transit is so expensive 
r.n.] 


Specific Comments 

Page 2-13 The Isabel/I-580 Station Parking. It would contain 4,100 
commuter parking spaces distributed between 4 combination of surface 
lots and parking garages. Multi-level parking structures would occupy 
both the southerly and northerly portions of the station area. These new 
parking structures would include between four and six levels of parking, 
with a maximum structure height of approximately 45 feet above 
surrounding ground elevations. Bicycle racks and storage lockers would 
also be provided. 


R.N. Why does it specifically mentioned 4100 COMMUTER Parking? Is this a 
102.5 metro extension specific for commuters? And why is there a need for 
*“ [structured parking where 4100 surface parking will take up around 31 
Acres of the 51 Acre parcel? Also see the general comment on parking az 
further concern. 


Page 2-20 Down Town Livermore Station Parking. The station would contain 
2,500 commuter parking spaces distributed between a combination of 
surface lots, an existing 375-space parking garage, and additional 
multi-level parking structures, New parking structures would include 
between four and six levels of parking, with a maximum structure height 
of approximately 45 feet above surrounding ground elevations and would 
be on both the north and south sides of the station site. Bicycle racks 
and storage lockers would also be provided. 


-N. If this Station is to be located next to the city center, there 
should not be so much parking, in lieu LAVTA could be provided funds 
that will be used to build structured parking and provide local peah 

102.6 |periods servikce.. There is no mentioned of this type opf funding, which 
will help reduce the impact of GHG emission. Some of the t provided to 
build structured parking should be allocated to LAVTA to provide peak 
period shuttle service when most of the access is needed. Parking 

harges should be comparable to the LAVTA shuttle service fares. 


Page 3.2-31 -The estimates of ridership assume that adequate parking 
will be provided at each of the stations. If 

parking supply at one or more of the stations was constrained to levels 
below that indicated by the forecasts, a reduction in ridership and/or a 
reallocation of ridership to other stations could occur. The ridership 
estimates are based on land use assumptions which are consistent with 
the land use policies of the cities and the County in the study corridor. 


RN So the forecasts did not consider the potential additional 

102.7 | development that would occur around the stations resulting from new land 
use policies that take advantage of proximity to the station and 
increasing accessibility. 
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Since the EIR primarily assumed adequate parking is provided and not 
102.8 consider improving trails for bicyclist an pedestrians, increasing local 
‘ transit service or requiring to abide by MTC criteria of dwelling units 
for heavy rail stations, the EIR is deficient regarding the provision of 
these aspects. . 


RN = It appears access considerations were primarily and overly 
determined on cars and traffic congestion, which we have continually 
done over the decades. As current development takes place without 
consideration for sustainable development traffic will increase and 
parking demand will increase. Was parking management included in the 
assessment for the number of parking spaces? If so what was assumed az 
the charge? 

for the improvements to trails primarily for bicyclists, bike lanes, 
additional local transit service, added dwelling units per MTC’s heavy 
rail requirements and TODs inclucled in the considerations for access in 
lieu of auto parking? If the above were considered the number of parking 
would be reduced and would be more in keeping towards sustainable 
evelopment. 


102.10 


Section 5.3 ATTAINMENT OF BART TO LIVERMORE EXPANSION PROGRAM OBJECTIVES 
Given the transportation characteristics and future travel demand in 
east Alameda County in general and in the BART to Livermore study area 
in particular, the following objectives have been identified by BART for 
extension of transit service to Livermore: 

¢ Increaze BART ridership. 

¢ Provide congestion relief along the I-580 corridor through the 
Tri-Valley area. 

¢ Provide convenient intermodal connections between BART, the Altamont 
Commuter Express, and the Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority. 

* Support local efforts, initiatives, and policies to promote 
transit-oriented development. 

¢ Enhance economic benefits, contributing to local investment and 
development opportunities. 

¢ Conform with the BART System Expansion Policy and with the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s Resolution §3434 - 
Transit-Oriented Development Policy for Regional Transit Extension Projects. 
* Protect and enhance the environment. 

¢ Improve transit mobility between the Silicon Valley, the Tri-Valley 
area, the East Bay Area, and San Francisco in support of efforts to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions, consistent with Senate Bill (8B) 375. 


RN - on providing a cost effective transit system, recognizing budget 
constraints and available funding. 
Is building a Metro system by including the building 2,500 to 6,600 
102.11 |parking spaces at stations, which operates 15 minute headway most of the 
day serving a sprawled outlying community with few areas with any 
density going to be a cost-effective system? CalTrain serving a more 
dense corridor operates a commuter rail and does not operate every 15 
minutes for most of the day. 


Referring to and exerting some points in - Bus Rapid Transit in 
Australasia: Performance, Lessons Learned, and Futures, by Profeszor 
Graham Currie, Monash University 
http://www. nctr. usf. edu/jpt/pdf/JPT$209-Sst20currie. pdf 
hy wasn’t a regional multi-agency BRT like Brisbane considered as an 
102.12 Alternative? It would cost no more than $300 million (rough guess). And 
at $300 million, it would be 1/10,000,000 of # $3 Billion project. 
risbane BRT presently provides a daily ridership of 93,000 with a peak 
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hour ridership of 15,000 both of which is far more that of any estimates 
in the EIR. 

A BRT operating along I-580 as the trunk line BRT operating similar to 
the BRT in Brisbane, Australia would cost a small fraction of a BART 
system and provides just as good service with more convenience than 
BART. Because the buses will pick up riders in their local neighborhood 
in the outlying area saving them from driving their cars to access 
stations. This would lessen the use of their cars and reduce GHG 
emission. 39% of Brisbane riders board the buses off-station, which then 
requires 61% of the projected parking mentioned in the EIR, Brisbane has 
other minor bus lines that serve the neighborhood and when they get to 
the busway it requires riders to transfer to other major line huses that 
will enter the busway and since there are several major bus lines that 
will access the busway, the wait time for transferring will be quite 
short. By reducing the number of parking space reduces the R/W needed 
anc construction cost as well as its ongoing maintenance/operational costs. 
Another aspect of the Brisbane BRT is that its busway is used by several 
bus agencies and as for Livermore BART Extension (LBE), BART’s buses as 
well as LAVTA buses, and other bus agencies listed can use the busway 
and access the BART’s existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station. 

Bus operation is more quite and will not produce the problem of noise as 
heavy rail, which many residents are complaing about. Initially, the 
buses can use the future planned HOV and if when it is converted to a 
HOT lane, it will prolong its ooperation. If the HOT lane then becomes 
congested, the lane can then be designated just for buses. 

To give you an idea how effective frequent buses are, before BART 
started operation across the Bay AC Transit was operating almost 4 buzes 
per minute over the Bridge ami carrying more riders that what the other 
vehicles were carrying and this was on the five lanes for the buser were 
also operating in mixed-flow. If AC Transit had an eclusive lane its 
operation would have been much more effective. 


This is a brief and interesting Q & A with MIT urban planning professor, 

Ralph Gakenheimer, who spoke glowing of BRT. 

http: //brainstormtech. blogs. fortune. cnn. com/2010/01/19/upwardly-mobile/?sectio 
n=magarines fortune 


Ralph Gakenheimer is a Fulbright Scholar, World Bank Advisor, and MIT 
professor of urban planning who has emerged as one of the leading 
experts on transportation in developing countries. Fortune contributor 
Carolyn Whelan caught up with Dr. Gskenheimer on the sidelines of «4 mega 
transportation meeting in Washington, D.C. last week to get his current 
thinking on mobility in the developing world, and the technologies that 
will make the world go. [One question she asked} 


Q. Will any transit technologies round trip to the U.S. once they are 
tested and perfected elsewhere? 

A. Bus rapid transit, or BRT. It’s the greatest thing to happen to 
transit since the streetcar in the 1870s. The system basically builds on 
big buses using the best technology from trains like smart cards, 
signaling and sensors in dedicated lanes. These systems were hatched in 
1970s Brazil but due to their efficiency and affordability are drawing 
the attention of urban planners in Asia and the U.S. It’s not 
sophisticated but when brought together in a highly coordinated system 
moves people faster than cars at up to one-fiftieth the construction 
cost per kilometer of a subway. 


Sincerely 
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Roy Nakadegawa P.E. 

751 The Alameda 

Berkeley, CA 94707 

rnakadegawa@myfastmail.com <mailto: rnakadegawa@myfastmail. com> 


Former publicly elected Transit Director to BART & AC Transit 
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Letter 102 Roy Nakadegawa 


102.1 This comment states that the Draft Program EIR is limited to an auto-oriented, short-term 
analysis that does not account for long-term, multi-use station area development, 
economic feasibility, and alternative mobility improvements in keeping with the principles 
of Smart Growth and transit-oriented development (TOD). This comment also states that 
the Draft Program EIR does not consider the potential provision of station access by local 
transit providers. 


One of the program objectives (page 1-13) is to “support local efforts, initiatives, and 
policies to promote transit-oriented development,” and all the alternatives were evaluated 
for TOD potential. Several of the alternatives analyzed in the Draft Program EIR were 
crafted specifically to examine stations in Downtown Livermore (with constrained 
parking) that would support the existing urban core (Alternatives la, 1b, 2a, 3, and 3a). 
The Draft Program EIR also contains full analyses of both long-term growth inducement 
and program compliance with regional TOD policies. Section 4.4, Growth Inducing 
Impacts, assesses the growth-inducing impacts of the program alternatives, including 
regional growth, development in the immediate study area, and indirect adverse and 
positive growth-inducement (pages 4-4 to 4-10). Section 5.4, Regional Transit-Oriented 
Development Policy (pages 5-11 to 5-19), fully outlines the requirements of both BART 
and MTC regional TOD policies, and provides a quantitative assessment of the degree to 
which each alternative satisfies those requirements, specifically including the housing units 
needed to meet the MTC threshold. These requirements and analyses are summarized in 
Table 5-3 (page 5-13) and Table 5-4 (page 5-15) of the document. As presented in Table 
5-4 and stated in the document, none of the alignment alternatives would satisfy the 
current MTC housing threshold (page 5-16, paragraph 1). 


The Draft Program EIR also explains that, consistent with BART’s System Expansion 
Policy (SEP), BART expects that the City of Livermore will adopt and implement a local 
ridership development plan (RDP) to encourage development around station areas 
sufficient to meet the MTC TOD policy threshold. The RDP may take the form of 
General Plan amendments, Specific Plans, zoning amendments, or other strategies (page 
5-12, paragraph 1) to encourage station area development. RDPs work to ensure that 
station area development is consistent with the community's design vision, establish TOD 
implementation measures, and define mechanisms to improve infrastructure (page 5-12, 
paragraph 4). As such, it is the combination of BART’s policy and EIR analysis together 
with the City’s RDPs that provides the integrated, long-term, and multi-use station area 
development strategizing that is described in this comment. 


Finally, local transit providers are identified and described in detail under Connecting 
Transit Services (pages 3.2-13 to 3.2-19) in Section 3.2, Transportation. Figure 3.2-3 
(page 3.2-15) illustrates all existing Tri-Valley transit services in and near the study area. 
The transportation analysis assumes in the future local transit providers would be 
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reconfigured to respond to changes in demand and would provide service to the BART 
extension stations (page 3.2-46). 


102.2 Please refer to Response 102.1 of this document, regarding the adequacy of the 
assessment of future station area TOD development in the Draft Program EIR. Cost 
effectiveness is not a CEQA issue, as CEQA does not require programs to look at 
financial feasibility. Cost-benefit is a component of BART’s SEP, however, and BART 
staff will perform a preliminary ranking of the alternatives based on cost per new rider as 
part of the recommendation to the BART Board on selecting a preferred alternative. This 
information can be found in the document “Preferred Alternative Memorandum, BART to 
Livermore Extension,” which will be presented to the BART Board as part of the Board’s 
consideration of the project. As noted above, the Draft Program EIR assumes that 
parking at the Downtown Livermore Station will be constrained to less than necessary to 
meet the demand. In the past, BART has had a policy of requiring one-for-one parking 
Space replacement when redeveloping existing BART surface parking lots with a 
combination of residential/commercial use and parking structures. However, BART has 
agreed to less than one-for-one parking replacement, for example, in the joint 
development project at the MacArthur Station, where approximately 600 surface parking 
spaces will be replaced with approximately 300 spaces in a parking structure. At this 
time, it is not possible to state whether or when any surface parking for the BART to 
Livermore extension may be redeveloped, or what parking replacement ratio BART might 
require for such a future project. 


162.3 The procedure used to model the demand for access to BART assumed that an 
unconstrained supply of parking would be available at the new stations, with the exception 
of the Downtown Livermore Station. The amount of parking proposed for each of the 
non-downtown stations is sufficient to accommodate all of the year 2035 demand. As is 
the case with many of BART’s larger stations today, the number of parking spaces 
provided requires the use of structured parking in order to place the spaces within a 
reasonable walking distance of the station and to limit the amount of land devoted to the 
station. The actual station design, placement of parking and its relationship to potential 
TOD would be examined in greater detail during project-level design. Analysis of life 
cycle costs is not required under CEQA and was not evaluated in the Draft Program EIR. 
As noted in the Air Quality section of the Draft Program EIR, even with automobiles and 
on-site parking as the primary station access, any of the program alternatives would 
reduce greenhouse gases compared to the no build scenario. Please see Response 102.3 
regarding replacement parking policy. 


102.4 BART has been expanding its service over time with extensions to Millbrae, Pittsburg/Bay 
Point, and Dublin/Pleasanton. Most recently, elements of the Warm Springs extension are 
under construction. The purpose of the Draft Program EIR is to evaluate the 
environmental impacts of the various alternatives for the BART to Livermore extension, 
and therefore it does not address possible systemic administrative cost reforms. As noted 
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102.5 


102.6 


102; 7 


in Response 102.2, the Draft Program EIR does not address cost effectiveness for each of 
the alternatives since it is not an environmental issue under CEQA. However, BART staff 
is preparing an estimate for the cost effectiveness for each alternative. These cost 
effectiveness estimates will be contained in a staff report that will be presented to the 
BART Board of Directors as part of selecting the preferred alternative. This staff report 
will be titled “Preferred Alternative Memorandum; BART to Livermore Extension” and it 
will also present estimates of fare revenue as well as the net increase in operating expenses 
for each BART extension alternative. The cost-effectiveness of extending the BART 
system is one of issues the BART Board of Directors will consider when it discusses the 
merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred 
alternative. 


Parking at the extension stations would be open to all patrons of the BART system. The 
text on page on page 2-13 will be modified as follows to remove the reference to 
commuters: 


Parking. The Isabel/l-580 Station would contain 4,100 commuter parking spaces 
distributed between a combination of surface lots and parking garages. 


The 4,100 parking spaces would require approximately 41 acres of land depending on the 
configuration of the parking lots and their access roads, if the parking was all in surface 
lots. This would leave very little remaining land for the station and other facilities and 
would require some very long walking distances to the station. 


The Draft Program EIR identified the need to constrain parking at the Downtown 
Livermore Station to be consistent with Livermore's parking and land use policies for the 
downtown area. This is discussed under Impact TR-6 on pages 3.2-138 through 3.2-142. 
Mitigation measures to accompany the reduced parking are proposed on pages 3.2-143 and 
3.2-144. 


In general, capital funds that would be available to construct elements of the Livermore 
extension could not be transferred to LAVTA to provide additional operating funding for 
expanded bus services. Funds available to transit operators are generally characterized as 
either capital funds or operating funds, which are not interchangeable. LAVTA’s planned 
future service modifications are discussed on page 3.2-41. Since all of the alignment 
alternatives would reduce greenhouse gas emissions compared to the No Build alternative, 
there would be no impact of GHG emissions. 


No changes in existing land use policies were assumed around the station sites in preparing 
the ridership forecasts. This does not mean that BART does not expect or encourage such 
changes. As stated in the Draft Program EIR, encouraging TOD in proximity to the 
stations and increasing accessibility are important objectives of the project. However, in 
order to provide a meaningful comparison and not over-estimate ridership, it was important 
to have consistent assumptions regarding land use for all the alternatives. While is it 
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expected that land use policies could change in the future, in particular in order to satisfy 
MTC’s housing thresholds, there can be no certainty that such changes would occur. In 
addition it would be difficult to anticipate the exact nature of any land use policy change 
that might occur. At the time that a project-level EIR is prepared there will be opportunity 
to explore in much more detail the implications of potential land use policy changes. By 
that time the cities would have prepared Ridership Development Plans (see Response 
102.1), which would define the land use policy changes that would occur. 


102.8 As described in the Draft Program EIR, sidewalks and bicycle lanes would be constructed 
along all station access roads to provide pedestrian and bicycle access; and impacts to 
pedestrians, trails, and bicycles are analyzed on pages 3.2-144 through page 3.2-155 of the 
Draft Program EIR. Local transit service is addressed beginning on page 3.2-131 of the 
Draft Program EIR. BART will abide by the residential requirements established by MTC 
Resolution #3434. As noted in Response 102.1 above, Section 5.4, Regional Transit- 
Oriented Development Policy (see pages 5-14 to 5-19), fully outlines the requirements of 
MTC’s regional TOD policies, and provides a quantitative assessment of TOD potential for 
each alternative in comparison to those requirements. 


102.9 Please see Responses 102.2 and 102.3 regarding parking and Response 102.8 regarding 
BART’s goal of encouraging sustainable TOD. The ridership forecasts assumed 
continuation of BART’s current parking management policies. Currently there is a $1.00 
weekday parking fee for parking at the Dublin/Pleasanton Station and there is also reserve 
monthly and daily parking available. 


102.10 Please see Response 102.8 regarding the inclusion in the Draft Program EIR analysis of 
improvements for pedestrian and bicycle access, local transit service, MTC’s housing 
density requirements and TOD. Although BART can plan for increased pedestrian, 
bicycle, and transit access, many of the necessary improvements to surrounding streets 
(such as bike lanes, pedestrian trails) and changes to surrounding land uses to allow TOD 
are outside BART’s control. For this reason, assumptions regarding station access 
continue to be conservative and automobile oriented. At the time that a project-level EIR is 
prepared it would be appropriate to evaluate the impact of alternative parking management 
policies and investments in pedestrian/bicycle and feeder transit services on the demand for 
parking. 


102.11 Please see Response 102.4 above regarding cost-effectiveness. 


102.12 The comment concerns the advantages of a bus rapid transit (BRT) system in Brisbane, 
Australia, and how it may be adapted to the Livermore area. The Draft Program EIR is 
intended to select a preferred alternative in terms of alignment and footprint for the 
purposes of planning and right-of-way preservation. The project-level EIR/EIS will 
consider modal alternatives, including bus alternatives. 
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Letter 103 


BART to Livermore Extension Program 
Draft Program Environmental impact Report (PEIR) 
Public Hearing, November 18, 2009 
Comments 


Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions conceming the Draft PEIR of the BART to 
Livermore Extension. (Name and contact information optional.) 
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Letter 103 Gary Oehrls 


103.1 Potential alignments north of 1-580 were considered during preliminary alternatives 
screening in the planning stages prior to the Draft Program EIR. Alignments north of 
1-580 created problems related to existing development, frontage roads, and freeway 
interchanges, particularly in Dublin. Further east, alignments north of 1-580 created 
potential biological impacts. The issues were substantial enough that both a tunnel/below- 
grade alignment parallel to 1-580 just north of 1-580 (within the Caltrans right-of-way) and 
an aerial alignment in the I-580 median for the length of the corridor, passing over all 
freeway overpasses and interchanges, were considered. BART determined that an at-grade 
alignment in the median of I-580 offered the best combination of location, constructability, 
and cost. A new paragraph is added between the second and third paragraphs on page 2-64 
in the section “Other Alternatives That Were Considered:” 


Several alignments and/or configurations were considered prior to formal scoping, 
but were not carried forward into the Program EIR for analysis, largely due to cost 
considerations, difficulty of construction, or impacts on areas outside of the urban 
growth boundary. These alignments or configurations rejected prior to scoping 
are: 


e Tunnel/below-grade alignment parallel to 1-580, just north of 1-580 within the 
Caltrans right-of-way; and 


e Elevated aerial alignment in the |-580 median for the length of the corridor, 
passing over all freeway overpasses and interchanges. 


103.2 Appendix B to the Draft Program EIR contains cost estimates for each individual 
alternative. A cost estimate for the new “hybrid” Alternative 2b is included on page 1-18 
of this document. 


103.3 This comment concerns the merits of placing the terminal station as far east as possible to 
intercept traffic from the Central Valley. The traffic analysis in the Draft Program EIR, 
Section 3.2, Transportation, reflects the share of traffic from the Central Valley for each 
alternative. Alternatives with a Vasco Road Station, for example, would also serve to 
intercept such traffic. The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the 
alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


103.4 Please see Master Response 3 regarding visual and noise impacts in the Chain of Lakes 
area. The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives 
during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


103.5 All the two-station alternatives have stations that directly connect to both existing trains in 
the Altamont rail corridor (ACE) and future trains, such as High-Speed Rail. 
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103.6 


The commentor favors Alternative 1 or 2 which avoid Downtown Livermore, but 
preferably 2, due to its avoidance of biological and geological constraints at the Greenville 
Yard site. Please see M aster Response 7 regarding such impacts at Greenville Y ard. The 
BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the 
final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 
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“Gary Oshrie* To <mquint@bart.gov> 
SS ce “Gary Oehrle™ <goehrie@sbeglobal net> 
11/19/2009 09:16 AM = 
Subject BART to Livermore--Maintenance yards 
History: 4% This message has been replied to and forwarded 


ir. Quint 


104.1 | was at the Program Review in Livermore yesterday. A very informative meeting. 
lam concerned about the placement of Maintenance Yards and the view/noise impact they 
might have on the surrounding area. To that end | would like a list of the locations for 
current Maintenance Y ards that | might visit them to judge for myself and be better 
informed. 


Regards 

Gary Oehrie 

2458 Ancona Circle 
Livermore, CA 
925-449-9291 
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Letter 104 Gary Oehrle 


104.1 


BART currently has four maintenance yards. Three are located near its existing stations in 
Richmond, Concord, and Colma (Daly City Y ard); the fourth is the Hayward Y ard, which 
is located between Industrial Boulevard and north of Whipple Road approximately 1.8 
miles east of 1-880. The Draft Program EIR, pages 3.10-54 to 3.10-56, discusses noise 
impacts associated with the maintenance yards for the alignment alternatives. 
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Letter 105 
0 To into@bartolivermore.org 
01/05/2010 10:27 PM ce 
bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Contact Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Tuesday, January 5, 2010 at 23:27:27 


First Name: Merle 
Last Name: Ohlhauzer 
Email: royalflushi3@comeast. net 


Message: I feel that the Bart track extention should follow the 580 coridor 
with the station close to Altamont where there is plenty of space to do so. If 

105.1] the station was to be located in the down town area, we would have 4 major 
parking problem. Look at Plessanton station that hed 4 major problem for many 
years and even now is still conjested, even with the new parking structure in 
Operation. The parking structure we now have here in Livermore is by far not 
large enough to handle BART traffic. 


105.2 Another problem would be the traffic in the downtown area. 


105.3 t about the noise problem ? 


105.4 | What about the cost comparison? It seems to me it would be more costly to run 
throught the down town area than the 580 coridor. 


105.5 As far a criminal activity goes, this will happen at any location. 


City of Livermore has done 4 good job of beautifying the downtown area so lets 
keep it that way. 


verifytext: VUIE 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 24.4.8. 60 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 8.0; Windows NT 6.0; 
Trident/4.0; SLCOC1; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; Media Center PC 5.0; .NET CLR 
3.5.307297 OfficeLiveConnector.1.3; OfficeLivePatch.0.0; .NET CLR 3.0.30729) 


BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-454 
June 2010 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4 Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 


Letter 105 M erle Ohihauser 


105.1 


105.2 


105.3 


105.4 


105.5 


This comment concerns the merits of choosing an alternative that is located in the 1-580 
corridor with a station close to the Altamont Pass, based on concerns that a downtown 
station would not have sufficient parking. The existing Livermore parking structure is not 
expected to accommodate all BART patrons; instead, additional parking would be provided 
as part of the project for each alignment alternative with a Downtown Livermore station. 
Parking was addressed in the Draft Program EIR on pages 3.2-138 through 3.2-144. 
Parking at the Downtown Livermore Station is addressed specifically on page 3.2-139. 


Please refer to Master Response 5 of this document, regarding traffic and parking in 
Downtown Livermore. Also please refer to Tables 3.2-27 to 3.2-30 starting on page 
3.2-88 of the Draft Program EIR, which provides a summary of the traffic impact analysis. 
Intersections 8 (First Street/Livermore Avenue) and 9 (First Street/Scott Street) in the 
tables are located in the downtown area. A Downtown Livermore Station would create 
increases in traffic on downtown streets, but the analysis did not indicate any significant 
impacts. 


As discussed under Impact NO-1 starting on page 3.10-22 of the Draft Program EIR, the 
proposed alignments may significantly impact sensitive noise receptors in Livermore. 
Various noise mitigation measures, as outlined under NO-1.1 on page 3.10-53, would be 
examined to reduce noise levels (sound walls for example). However, sufficient 
information is not available under this program-level analysis to conclude with certainty 
that this mitigation would reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels in Downtown 
Livermore. BART would carefully examine the noise impacts and mitigation measures in 
greater detail based on project-specific designs when preparing a project-level EIR to 
determine if impacts can be further reduced. 


The comment is accurate. The alignments along the I-580 freeway would cost less to 
construct than the downtown alignments. Cost estimates are identified in Appendix B to 
the Draft Program EIR. A cost estimate for the new Alternative 2b is contained in this 
document in Section 1.4 on page 1-18. 


Please refer to Master Response 6 of this document, regarding the relationship of BART 
stations and crime. 
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Valerie Raymond 
2368 Buena Vista 
Livermore, Ca, 94550 
(925)447-4027 


January 1, 2010 


Comments on D C 


My comments on the draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for BART-to-Livermore fall into 
three areas: Parking issues relative to the downtown station; actual housing potential for the 
downtown station; and questions about the claimed advantages and disadvantages of the 
proposed station sites. Some of them expand upon my verbal comments at the EIR hearings. 


Parking Issues at Downtown station: 


Is there not a fundamental problem with the way the EIR addresses the parking issues in the 
downtown, and the implications for all of the downtown alternatives? The DEIR is very clear 
that “...ridership estimates represent unconstrained demand...” (p.3.2-31), and “The estimates 
of ridership assume that adequate parking will be provided at each of the stations”, (p.3.2-31). 
The DEIR also notes “A BART Extension alternative would have a significant impact on a station 
area if sufficient parking supply could not be provided to meet demand at a proposed station.” 
(p.3.2-30). 


106.1 


All of the projections regarding ridership, air quality, energy usage, etc. are apparently based on 
those assumptions. However, it is not proposed that unconstrained parking be provided in the 
downtown. Rather, only about 60% of parking demand would be satisfied with the 2,500 

106.2 spaces that are proposed to be provided. In other words, the actual operating mode of the 
downtown alternatives is one of constrained parking at one of the two stations. This does not 
appear to have been analyzed even though the DEIR acknowledges that reduction or 
reallocation of ridership could occur, and that the parking shortfall would need to be 
accommodated at the companion station. (3.2-35 and 3.2-53). 


The models assume that approximately 4,000 drivers (varies with alternative) will be utilizing 
the downtown station, whereas, because of the shortage of parking, some 1,500 of those 

106.3 | drivers will either not use the system or will need to drive to another station. Since these 1,500 
drivers represent about 10% of projected ridership, wouldn't this generate changes to the 
projections regarding reductions in VMT, energy usage and air contaminants? Does it make 
sense to model a system that is not intended to be implemented and not model the system 
that is proposed to be implemented? Shouldn't this modeling be done? 
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Estimates of the cost of the various alternatives have been provided. Is it correct that these 
projected costs do not include the cost of building the parking shortfall at an alternative station 
even though that would almost certainly be necessary to maintain ridership? 


106.4 


In summary, the parking impact analysis seems inadequate and it seems highly likely that the 
downtown alternatives will be more expensive than projected, and have lower than anticipated 
ridership, 


T.0.D potential at downt 


The DEIR frequently makes the assertion that the downtown station has high T.O.D. potential. 
This statement is undefined and unsupported and the number used for projected future 
housing within the % mile radius is inaccurate. It is stated that there are currently 1,841 
residential units within that radius and that there would be 5,100 by 2030 (Table 5-4, p. 5-15). 
However, that increase of 3,259 units is the maximum number of units anticipated for the 
entire Downtown Specific Plan area, a large part of which is outside the designated % mile 
radius. Shouldn't the 3,259 number be changed to fit the projections of actual units within the 
% mile radius — probably a reduction of several hundred units? Additionally, some of those 
units have already been built (between about 100 and 150 units at Station Square and 
Palasage). Presumably these units have already been included in the 1,841 number and should 
not be double-counted. It also appears that the units that would be removed to provide the 
land for the 27-acre station site have not been subtracted from the total. This amounts to 
another 100 or more units. In total it appears that the 5,100 projection is probably over-stated 
by 1,000 units or more, 


106.5 
The area around the station within the % mile radius is less conducive to more housing 
development than is implied. There is little vacant land and a very significant portion of the 
area consists of land that is almost certainly not available for redevelopment. That includes 
three major school sites and some open space and parkland (99 acres); large areas (240 acres) 
of existing single-family neighborhoods that are highly unlikely to convert to higher density; 
another 110 acres of multi-family housing which may well not be cost-effective to convert and 

106.6 | ™Y not yield many more housing units even if it were converted; and large areas (265 acres) 
devoted to existing streets, rails and overpasses. 

106.7 | 


At an average density of 50 units/acre (probably close to the highest Livermore is likely to 
approve), it would take 60 acres to produce 3,000 T.0.D. residential units, and obviously more 
acreage at the lower densities that apply to much of Livermore’s Downtown Specific Plan. It 
seems unlikely that the area could produce anything close to that amount. Even it if the 
housing could be built, the downtown alternatives still fall short of the new ridership that 
Alternative 1, (the freeway option) provides at significantly lower cost. 


Further, the Downtown Specific Plan states that the 3,259 residential unit projection is based 
ona “maximum intensity scenario” of potential redevelopment. It states that “this level of 
development is not likely to occur as redevelopment will happen at different times and at 
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different scales. Larger parcels will likely develop more efficiently at higher densities, while 
106.7 |smaller, individually-owned parcels may redevelop at a much lower intensity, or may not 
cont, [redevelop at all.” (page 4.1 of DSP). Shouldn't the DEIR projections reflect this assumption 
rather than relying on a scenario that is unlikely to occur? 


Apparent bias in favor of a the downtown site: 


Lastly, | would like to comment on what appears to be an over-emphasis on the supposed 
limitations with respect to potential T.0.D at the freeway intercept sites, coupled with a 
downplaying of their advantages. Conversely, there is an overstatement of T.0.D. potential at 
both the downtown and Vasco sites, together with a failure to mention limitations that 
accompany the downtown and Vasco Road station sites. 


With respect to the 1580/Isabel site, the DEIR refers to the three lines on a map that limit the 
site’s development potential. The Airport restriction zone line is reasonable as it is based on 
legitimate safety concerns. The other two, however, are arbitrary lines that can be changed. 
The Scenic Corridor is a policy adopted by the City Council. It has been changed before to 
provide more flexibility and could obviously be changed again. It does not need a public vote to 
do so. The Urban Growth Boundary was put in place by the Livermore City Council, without a 
public vote, after an initiative campaign secured enough signatures to put the issue on the 
ballot. The UGB line from that initiative is capricious and illogical and, since the issue never 
went to the voters, it is impossible to know whether or not they would have approved its 
precise location. Is it reasonable to allow a multi-billion dollar project to be determined by an 
artificial boundary that was never subjected to an EIR process and could be changed at any time 
by the electorate? At the least, shouldn’t the DEIR indicate what changes would be needed to 
accommodate different amounts of T.0.D? Shouldn't Livermore voters be given the 
opportunity to vote on whether they wish to make modest changes to an artificial boundary to 
chieve the BART alignment that | believe most would prefer? 


106.8 


e 1580/Isabel site has a number of advantages that should be given more emphasis. The 
college is a major community asset that would derive great benefit from a BART station in its 
vicinity. In fact, for years it has been operating on the understanding that there would be one. 
Its students are exactly the demographic who would use the option to travel by BART. 


Additionally, the site, on both sides of the freeway, is already a major job center and will be a 
bigger one. Is it not the case that without job-heavy stations, there would be no reason for 
BART to exist since there is little point in using a system that doesn’t get you anywhere near 
where you work? If MTC is arguing that job-heavy stations should only be allowed in San 
Francisco and Oakland because that’s where job development should be encouraged, it seems 
obvious that with respect to the Livermore-Amador Valley that particular horse left the barn a 
long time ago. Shouldn't BART and MTC put more emphasis on providing stations that meet 
the needs of commuters along the BART corridor who would like to accept jobs in the 
Livermore area? Wouldn't BART benefit greatly from more “reverse commute” riders? 
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Conversely, the downtown site has been given a free ride with respect to its problems, As 
previously mentioned, its supposed “high T.O.D. potential” has been taken for granted and 
almost certainly overstated. But, in addition to the problems already mentioned, there are 
other issues that bring into question the likelihood of such development happening to the 
extent claimed. For example, the city has a policy that the Downtown Specific Plan should be 
re-evaluated when (if) residential development over the whole area reaches, respectively, 
1,400 and 2,000 units to determine whether or not the city will allow any future downtown 
housing. Clearly this policy is as potentially restrictive as, say, the Scenic Corridor policy. 


106.10 


A further limitation is that, as Bonnie Nelson mentioned at one of the Shrine Event Center 
meetings, redevelopment monies would likely be needed to enable new development to 
happen, However, outside of the 20% housing set-aside in redevelopment funds, virtually all of 
the Redevelopment Agency's remaining projected revenues have been pledged to the regional 
theater, and future staffing levels for the Agency are projected to be severely reduced (from 4 
staff members now to 2 within the next few years, and then only one for the Agency’s 
remaining years). How likely is it that major redevelopment will take place without the benefit 
of a redevelopment agency that has the capability to assist in that process? 


106.11 


tax-contributing land that could be used for T.0.D. Instead, it will consist largely of 2,500 tax- 
exempt parking spaces accommodating 2,500 BART patrons who will leave their cars in the 
downtown all day long, contributing nothing to the area’s economic vitality. Furthermore, 
won't the parking management restrictions needed to prevent BART parking spillover into the 
adjacent neighborhoods, impose limitations on these residents and on downtown visitors that 
will make the area less attractive to live in or visit? 


106.12 


As part of the Downtown Specific Planning process, the City eliminated the designation of LOS 
levels on the major streets and intersections in the downtown area because it could see no way 
that any reasonable service levels could be met. In particular, the intersection of Railroad, Oa 
Street and Maple, showed very high wait times. It is hard to see how having an additional 
2,500 cars entering and exiting the downtown area at the busiest times of day, could do 
anything other than make congestion levels intolerable. The DEIR notes (p.2-5) that LAVTA bus 
routes 12, and 18 in particular (which serves downtown Livermore in the PM peak), already 
experience significant delay. 


106.13 


There are also limitations at the Vasco station site. Only two of the four quadrants are available 
for any development or redevelopment. While there is some vacant land (I believe about 35 
acres) adjacent to the station, other vacant land is scattered among existing industrial 
structures. Residential development doesn’t co-exist easily with industrial, unlike other mixed- 
use development, and it may well be much harder than assumed to incorporate any significant 
amount of T.0.D without creating unacceptable land-use conflicts. If it were paired with a 
downtown site, this site would also have to accommodate another 1,500 parking spaces on top 
of the 4,000 or thereabouts that are already built-in to the projection, thereby using up even 
more land adjacent to the station, Even with planned T.O.0, the Vasco Road station site is 


| Losing 27 acres to the station site is also not particularly desirable. This is expensive, currently 
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106.14 ‘Pprojected to have fewer housing units in 2030 than the supposedly T.O.D. constrained 
cont. isabel/I580 station site. 


Another concern Is that if this site were paired with a downtown station, there would be no 
freeway interceptor site. Vasco Road is already a very busy road between the railroad tracks 
and the freeway. Is it acceptable to add the volume of traffic that San Joaquin commuters 
106.15 | would generate, even allowing for planned improvements? Heavy rail systems such as BART 
are built primarily for commuters. Without them they make no economic sense. Shouldn't 
meeting commuters’ needs should be the number one priority for a BART extension? At least 
one freeway intercept station is essential. 
With respect to economic benefits, the assertion that the downtown and Vasco Road stations 
would provide new economic benefits that the other sites would not seems questionable. The 
DEIR states that BART is not growth-inducing but rather redistributes the way that already built- 
in growth would occur. If that’s the case, then the economic effect of BART should be neutral 
because economic growth will occur elsewhere within Livermore if it doesn’t occur around the 
station sites. 


Conclusions 


Alternative 1 is easily the cheapest (two-station) option, carries the largest new and total 
ridership (at 38,100 nearly 3,000 more than the next closest alternative), and provides the 
shortest ride time relative to its length. Previous studies have all supported this alignment, 
which is also the most commuter-friendly because it provides straightforward access to the 
system at the most easterly location without unduly impacting local roads, It also provides 
convenient access at Isabel/1580 to most existing Livermore residents, as well as an important 
college connection, Does it even make sense to be looking at two-station alternatives that 
produce fewer riders even if T.0.D projections are met, and cost around two-thirds of a billion 
106.17 | dollars more? 
Alternative 4 also deserves very serious consideration. While it is true that it would not provide 
an ACE connection (at least as a stand-alone option), from both a cost and a ridership measure 
it is by far and away the most cost-effective alternative. Its total cost is only about 37% of 
Alternative 1, the cheapest 2-station alternative, while its projected ridership is about 62% of 
Alternative 1’s. Even ona cost per rider basis, it performs extremely well at around 60% of the 
per rider cost of Alternative 1. Furthermore, Alternative 4 is significantly more cost-effective 
than any of the two-station alternatives in terms of reductions in air pollutants, energy usage 
and VMT relative to dollars spent (from 30% to 34% cheaper.) 


it seems clear, in fact, that it is incredibly expensive and much less cost-effective to provide a 
two-station alternative. Compared to the one-station Alternative 4, the two-station 
alternatives are around triple or more the cost ($2 billion to nearly $3 billion more), while, 
relatively speaking, providing far fewer new riders and proportionately much lower energy/air 
quality benefits. Shouldn't these cost/ridership/environmental comparisons be made? 
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Overall, there seems to be an over-emphasis on T.O.D, which provides relatively little additional 
ridership, and doesn’t fundamentally change the reality that this is a primarily suburban area 


106.17 | which has been part of the District since its inception and deserves to have access to BART on 
cont, the same terms as existing stations. By all means apply new rules to areas that are newly in the 
District but don’t change the rules in the middle of the game for those who are part of the 
original district. 
6 
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Letter 106 Valerie Raymond 


106.1 Please refer to Master Response 5 of this document, regarding traffic and parking in 
Downtown Livermore. Placing a limit on the amount of BART parking to be provided in 
Downtown Livermore is consistent with the goals of the City of Livermore. As noted by 
the commentor, the Draft Program EIR acknowledges that placing this constraint on the 
parking supply would have significant impacts on Downtown Livermore (page 3.2-30). 
However, appropriate mitigations to address these impacts have been identified (see page 
3.2-139 of the Draft Program EIR). Please refer to Master Response 2 of this document 
regarding the assumptions and methodology used for the travel demand modeling. It is 
incorrect to assume that because there is a constraint in the amount of parking at the 
downtown station, that those drivers who cannot find parking will not ride BART. There 
are many alternative options available including parking at another station, parking outside 
the station in public or private parking, carpooling, kiss-and-ride, transit, and 
walking/biking to the station. Downtown BART stations typically have constrained 
parking and the riders have been shown to adapt to this situation. For this reason, no 
adjustment was made to the ridership forecast to reflect a parking constraint. 


106.2 Please refer to Master Response 2 of this document, regarding the assumptions and 
methodology used for the travel demand modeling, in particular, please see the discussion 
of the Incremental Transit Assignment method used to assign parking demand to the 
stations. This methodology mimics the real life behavior of BART patrons, in that when 
parking at a BART station nears capacity, patrons tend to seek out parking at the nearest 
alternative stations. This is the likely consequence of constraining the amount of parking at 
the Downtown Livermore Station, as noted in the Draft Program EIR on page 3.2-30. 
Because this is a Program EIR with the purpose of comparing alternatives for the BART 
extension, it was not necessary to enter into a detailed analysis of how the downtown 
station parking constraint would affect the parking demand at the other station. Should an 
alternative with a downtown station move forward under a project-level EIR, then this type 
of detailed demand modeling would be conducted. As noted in Response 106.1 above, it is 
not correct to assume that the constraint on parking at a downtown station would result in a 
reduction in the ridership forecast for BART. The more likely scenario is that the drivers 
who cannot find parking at BART will find another way to access BART. This assumption 
was used in the Draft Program EIR and is consistent with the experience at existing 
downtown BART stations. 


106.3 Please refer to Response 106.2. The potential reallocation of drivers to alternative stations 
is not likely to have any major effect on overall ridership or vehicle miles of travel. M ost 
drivers quickly adjust to the constrained parking situation and will learn to go directly to 
their alternative station choice. These trips may involve some increase in VMT as 
compared with the assumption that all drivers can park at the closest station; however, the 
mileage involved is small compared to the total trip mileage. For example the average 
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VMT reduction per new BART trip for Alternative 2a would be 27.2 miles per day for the 
30,000 total new riders. If 1,500 drivers (about 10 percent of the total riders or 3,000 
trips) added 5 miles per trip to their travel route to and from BART, that would add an 
average of 0.5 miles per average BART trip, for all 30,000 riders, changing the VMT 
reduction per trip to 26.8 miles or about 2 percent. This change in VMT reduction would 
not change the relative ranking of the alternatives in terms of VMT, air emissions, or 
energy consumption reductions. It would also not undercut the support for identifying 
Alternative 2b as the preferred alignment alternative. 


106.4 The comment is correct. The cost of building additional parking at the non-downtown 
stations to accommodate the parking shortfall at the downtown stations is not included in 
the cost estimate. A preliminary estimate for the cost of additional parking is 
approximately $45 million. This would be considered in preparing a more refined cost 
estimate at the project-level stage. This assumes that 1,500 additional spaces would be 
needed; however, the actual number would be less as not all drivers would decide to drive 
to another station, but would find other ways to access BART. 


106.5 This comment includes a series of valid, but minor, points related to the specific elements 
and assumptions in the projection of future housing development within the Downtown 
Livermore Station area. However, as indicated by the following recalculation of future 
housing units and associated revisions to the Draft Program EIR, the resulting adjustment 
to the number of future units is minor. None of the individual corrections made in 
response to this comment, nor the sum total of those corrections, affect the ranking of 
alternatives presented in the Draft Program EIR. Nor do these adjustments undercut the 
support for identifying Alternative 2b as the preferred alignment alternative. 


The commenter correctly states that the 3,259 additional units projected for the Downtown 
Livermore Station area in 2030 is based on the maximum allowable development of the 
Livermore Downtown Specific Plan (DTSP) area. This commenter also correctly states 
that because a portion of the DTSP area is located outside the station area, not all allowable 
DTSP housing units can be included in the 2030 station area total. The 272-acre DTSP 
area (see page 3.3-25, paragraph 2) contains 175 acres of developable land. Twenty-four 
percent of this land—42 acres—is located outside the Station area. However, it cannot be 
concluded that 24 percent of the housing units planned for the DTSP area—equal to 782 
units—would be located outside the station area. The DTSP concentrates higher-density, 
transit-oriented development in the core of the DTSP area, near the existing ACE station 
and within the %-mile station area. The majority of the portion of the DTSP area that is 
outside the station area is the DTSP Downtown Neighborhood-North Side Plan Area, a 
corridor of land along the UPRR right-of-way that extends west beyond the station area 
boundary. According to the DTSP, the primary intent of this Plan Area is “to strengthen 
the established single family neighborhoods to the north and south of downtown core. 
Standards...will direct development in these areas towards residential housing that is 
compatible with the existing single family fabric, as well as allow compatibly designed 
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office and lodging uses.”** As such, housing in this Plan Area will be developed at 
significantly lower densities than housing in the “Core” areas of the DTSP, and the number 
of future DTSP housing units located outside the Downtown Livermore Station area is 
estimated to be approximately 500 units. As noted, this adjustment does not affect the 
ranking of alternatives presented in the Draft Program EIR or undercut support for 
identifying Alternative 2b as the preferred alignment alternative. 


This comment also correctly notes that some DTSP housing units have already been built, 
and thus have been “double-counted” as both existing (2008) and future (2030) units in 
Table 5-4 of the Draft Program EIR. The commentor cites the PalaSage and Station 
Square developments, both in the DTSP area. The 90-unit PalaSage development was 
constructed in 2004, and therefore is included in the 2008 total. For this reason, as noted 
by this comment, 90 units should be removed from the 2030 Station Area total. However, 
the 110-unit Station Square development was completed in 2009, and is thus not included in 
the 2008 total shown in Table 5-4. 


Finally, the Draft Program EIR identifies that development of the 27-acre Downtown 
Livermore Station would demand acquisition of approximately 70 residential units on or 
near Chestnut Street and Junction Avenue (page 3.4-16 to 3.4-17). As this commenter 
states, these units should be removed from the 2030 Station A rea total. 


In order to more accurately present the TOD potential of the Downtown Livermore Station 
in a manner consistent with the above revisions suggested in this comment, Table 5-4 on 
page 5-15 of the Draft Program EIR is revised as follows: 


Accordingly, the first sentence of paragraph 3 of page 5-17 is revised as follows: 


These alternatives, both of which include the Dublin/Pleasanton, Downtown 
Livermore, and Greenville east Stations, would have a housing deficit of an 
average of 824 1,044 units per station (for three stations) compared to the MTC 
threshold of 3,850 units. 


The second sentence of paragraph 2 of page 5-18 is revised as follows: 


Alternative 2a would have a housing deficit of an average of 505 725 housing units 
per station (for three stations) compared to the MTC threshold of 3,850 units. 


* City of Livermore, 2004. Downtown Specific Plan. “Development Standards: Downtown Neighborhood 
North Side and South Side Plan Areas, page 1 of 13. 
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Table 5-4 
Comparison of MTC Resolution #3434 Target with Proposed Station Area Development 


Station Area H ousing Units 


Comparison 
: of 2030 
Dublin/ Isabel/ Downtown 2030 Average to 
Pleasanton I sabel/I-580 Stanley Livermore Vasco Road GreenvilleEast Average 3,850 Target 
2030 2030 2030 2030 2030 2030 
Alternative 2008 _—« Total 2008 Total 2008 Total 2008 Total 2008 _— Total 2008 _—— Total 
1- Greenville East 1,351 3,978 468 1,158 NA NA NA NA NA NA 0 0 1,712 -2,138 
la - Downtown - Greenville 1,351 3,978 NA NA NA NA 1,841 5,100 NA NA 0 0 3026 -824 
East via UPRR 4,440 2,806 -1,044 
1b - Downtown - Greenville 1,351 3,978 NA NA NA NA 1,841 5,100 NA NA 0 0 3,026 -824 
East via SPRR 4,440 2,806 -1,044 
2- Las Positas 1,351 3,978 468 1,158 NA NA NA NA 227 956 NA NA 2,031 -1,819 
2a - Downtown-V asco 1,351 3,978 NA NA NA NA 1,841 5,100 227 956 NA NA 3345 -505 
4,440 3,125 “725 
3- Portola 1,351 3,978 468 1,158 NA NA 1,841 5,100 NA NA NA NA 34R -438 
4,440 3,192 -658 
3a- Railroad 1,351 3,978 NA NA 110 110 1,841 5-400 NA NA NA NA 3,063 -787 
4,440 2,843 -1,007 
4- |sabel/I-580 1,351 3,978 468 1,158 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 2,568 -1,282 
5- Quarry 1,351 3,978 NA NA 110 110 NA NA NA NA NA NA 2,044 -1,806 


Sources: City of Livermore, 2009; Livermore General Plan Environmental Impact Report, 2003; East Dublin Specific Plan, 2008; Claritas, Inc, 2008; Bay Area Economics, 2009. 
Notes: 

NA = this station is not proposed for this alternative and thus is Not Applicable to the station area development estimates. 

a. 2008 housing units are for % mile radius around station location, as projected by Claritas, 2008. 

b. 2030 housing units include existing (2008) and planned units 


c. | Based on projected number of units in the Livermore General Plan Change Area in which station would be located. Change A reas exceed the size of the % mile station areas; therefore, not all 
housing realized in the areas would be located in station areas. 


d. Dublin/Pleasanton Station planned units based on Transit Village and Hacienda planned developments, from East Dublin Specific Plan, Chapter 4, amended 2008. 
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The second sentence of paragraph 4 of page 5-18 is revised as follows: 


Like Alternative 2a, the corridor-wide projected housing average for the three 
stations that would be served by this alternative nearly attains the MTC target, at 
only 438 658 units below the MTC threshold. 


The second sentence of paragraph 6 of page 5-18 is revised as follows: 


Alternative 3a would have a housing deficit of an average of #87 1,007 units per 
station (for three stations) compared to the MTC threshold of 3,850 units. 


The Draft Program EIR states that none of the alternatives would satisfy the MTC current 
TOD threshold, although Alternatives 2a and 3 have shortfalls that could be addressed by 
increasing development potential around other stations along these extensions (see page 
5-16, paragraph 1). As stressed earlier in this response, the above adjustments to future 
housing around the Downtown Livermore Station do not affect these conclusions, the final 
ranking of alternatives, or the identification Alternative 2b as the preferred alignment 
alternative. 


Finally, a detailed analysis of station area TOD potential of the preferred alternative would 
be performed as part of the upcoming project-level environmental review. Moreover, 
consistent with BART, the City of Livermore would be expected to develop a Ridership 
Development Plan including changes in land use designations necessary to meet housing 
density thresholds, before a project would be funded by MTC. 


106.6 This comment correctly states that the one-half mile Downtown Livermore Station area 
contains a number of existing constraints to future housing development, including multiple 
schools, minimal vacant parcels, public open spaces and existing single-family 
neighborhoods. However, as noted in Response 106.5 of this document, year 2030 
housing units in the Downtown Livermore Station area, as identified in the Draft Program 
EIR (and revised in Response 106.5), are derived entirely from the build-out potential of 
the Downtown Specific Plan area. This figure, cited in the DTSP, is based on an analysis 
of redevelopable land in the DTSP area. It therefore accounts for any constraints to 
development within the Plan area. For that reason, constraints outside the Plan area, such 
as those identified in this comment, do not impact the housing potential of the station area 
as identified in the Draft Program EIR. 


As stated in Response 106.5 above, the DTSP area contains about 175 acres of developable 
land, much of which is designated for TOD-oriented, high-density residential development 
standards in the DTSP. As such, it is reasonable to expect that the development of the 
maximum number of dwelling units cited in the DTSP and identified in the certified 
Downtown Specific Plan Final EIR (3,259 units) represents a realistic development 
potential. 
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106.7 This comment correctly states that the projection of future residential units in the 
Downtown Livermore Station area is based on the maximum development capacity of the 
DTSP. However, the text cited in this comment is from the Draft Downtown Specific 
Plan. The adopted Downtown Specific Plan does not state that this development scenario is 
unlikely. To quote the latter: “The anticipated maximum development capacity for the 
Downtown area illustrates the maximum development possible under the policies contained 
within this Specific Plan...The maximum residential development potential within the 
Downtown Specific Plan area shall be 2,000 new units as of February 2004. After 
approval of 1,400 new residential units, the City Council shall review the progress of the 
implementation of the Specific Plan. The City Council shall consider increasing the 
maximum number of new dwellings to 3,259 from the February 2004 base number for a 
build-out total of 3,600 residential units, unless there is a compelling reason not to 
implement the build-out scenario analyzed in the Final EIR prepared and certified for the 
2003 General Plan and Downtown Specific Plan.”* As of this writing, no “compelling 
reason” has been identified to discredit the build-out figure identified in the certified 2003 
General Plan/Downtown Specific Plan Final EIR. 


106.8 Development restrictions in the Isabel/I-580 Station area are summarized in Section 5-4 of 
the Draft Program EIR (page 5-16, paragraph 3). As stated in this comment, the entire 
Isabel/l-580 Station area is located within the Livermore Airport Protection Area, in which 
land use intensification is prohibited. The Draft Program EIR also explains that a portion 
of the Isabel/l-580 Station area lies outside the northern limits of the City of Livermore 
Urban Growth Boundary (page 3.3-36, paragraph 2). As stated on page 3.3-25, the City’s 
UGB limits were approved by City voters as initiatives, and modifications can only be 
permitted with voter approval (paragraph 1). The commenter is correct in stating that 
establishment of the UGB was based on a successful initiative campaign and then adopted 
by the Livermore City Council. The City Council chose to adopt the UGB after it qualified 
with sufficient signatures for a ballot measure. As a result, it was never voted on. 
However, the initiative contained language stating that a subsequent citizen vote would be 
required to change it. By adopting this language, the City Council made it City policy not 
to change the UGB without a vote. This is reflected in Goal LU-5 of the City of 
Livermore General Plan, which states “It is the goal of the City to establish a coherent and 
logical pattern of urban uses that protects and enhances open space and agriculture uses by 
providing a clear and permanent boundary for urban uses within the City’s Planning Area. 
The provisions of Goal LU-5, as readopted by the North Livermore Urban Growth 
Boundary Initiative shall be amended only by a vote of the people.” °° As summarized by a 
City of Livermore Principal Planner: “Although the [Urban Growth] Boundary was 
ultimately approved by City Council following a voter initiative, it remains an adopted City 
policy that would require voter approval to change.” °’ 


°° City of Livermore, 2004. Downtown Specific Plan. pages 4-16 to 4-17. 

© City of Livermore, City of Livermore General Plan 2003-2025. Land use Element, page 3-47. 

>’ Frost, Susan. Principal Planner, City of Livermore. Personal communication with Greg Goodfellow, 
DC&E, May 17, 2010. 
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The Draft Program EIR also states that guidelines established by the California Air 
Resources Board of vehicle emission impacts from freeways on residential development, 
which would apply to portions of both the Isabel/I-580 and Greenville East Station areas, 
may reduce future development potential in those station areas (page 5-16, paragraph 3). 
Finally, the Draft Program EIR states that the Greenville East Station area lies in a City- 
designated scenic corridor. It does not state that the Isabel/I-580 Station lies in such a 
corridor. For clarity, the final sentence of paragraph 3 on page 5-16 is revised as follows: 


Further, the eastern portion of the Greenville East Station station area is dominated 
by land contracted under the Williamson Act (see Figure 3.3-3), which as detailed 
in Section 3.3, Land Use, is considered an agricultural resource to be conserved 
and also lies in a City-designated scenic corridor. 


Table 5-4 of the Draft Program EIR, sets forth the shortfall in housing units compared to 
the MTC Resolution #3434 policy threshold for each alignment alternative. Under BART's 
System Expansion Policy, the City’s Ridership Development Plan (RDP) must include 
strategies—such as amending General Plan land use map, developing a specific plan, or 
updating the zoning ordinance—which would be used to meet MTC’s specified housing 
thresholds. Although Livermore has the discretion to decide what these RDP strategies 
are, it must adopt the strategies before BART will certify a final project-level EIR or MTC 
will authorize project funding. 


106.9 This comment concerns the current and potential employment density in the vicinity of the 
Isabel/I-580 Station as a ridership generator. BART would benefit from a “reverse 
commute” to employment centers in the Livermore area. Ridership forecasts are developed 
from existing land uses and anticipated future trends. As indicated on page 3.3-40, most of 
the Isabel/I-580 Station area is within Livermore’s Airport Protection Area, and thus would 
have restrictions on intensification of existing land uses, particularly for residential 
development. Projected ridership by station for each alternative is shown in Table 3.2-21 on 
page 3.2-56. The land uses within the station areas are discussed in Section 3.3, and Table 
3.3-2 indicates type of land use by station area. Population and employment density is 
discussed in Section 3.4, with the demographic data in each station area shown in Table 
3.4-2, and major employers in each station area shown in Table 3.4-3. 


106.10 This comment states that the Downtown Livermore Station site “has been given a free ride 
with respect to its problems” related to TOD. However, as noted in Section 3.3 on pages 
3.3-36 through 3.3-44, all station sites for all alternatives would require planning for 
transit-supportive land uses and access in the vicinities of the stations, as current densities 
are lower than required by MTC Resolution #3434. One of the program objectives is to 
conform with MTC Resolution #3434. None of the build alternatives met the full 
objective, as none of the alternatives have existing or proposed station area densities 
sufficient to meet the MTC target. Alternatives 2a and 2b have the highest potential to 
address the MTC TOD policy thresholds, due to the fact that they serve the two station 
sites (Downtown Livermore and Vasco Road) with the highest current levels of 
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development, and are the locations where the City of Livermore would like to channel 
growth, recognizing that the City of Livermore land use zoning will have to change in 
order to fully meet the MTC target. 


Please see Responses 106.5, 106.6, and 106.7 of this document regarding the specifics of 
TOD potential in the Downtown Livermore Station area, and the manner in which the 
Downtown Livermore Specific Plan addresses maximum development capacity of the Plan 
area. 


106.11 Development around any of the station sites would be a long-term process extending over 
many years if not decades. BART has demonstrated that it can be a major stimulus to the 
vitality of downtown areas as is evidenced by the BART stations in Walnut Creek, 
Concord, Lafayette, and Hayward. In addition, according to City of Livermore Community 
Development Department senior staff, although Livermore's Redevelopment A gency would 
provide initial support for development, Agency funding is not a prerequisite for station 
area development. "[Redevelopment] Agency participation in downtown development is 
relatively minor. The Downtown Specific Plan was never written under the assumption 
that development of the plan area would be dependent on redevelopment monies."* 
Rather, "the role of the Agency is limited to support for select, key “catalyst projects" in 
the Downtown. Outside of those projects, DTSP development will be the result of market 
activity, private investment and a program of strategic assistance."*° 


106.12 Please refer to Response 106.5 of this document regarding TOD potential around the 
Downtown Livermore Station, including the impact of land occupied by the station on 
future housing totals. As noted in 106.11 above, BART has been a major stimulus to a 
downtown area. The purpose of limiting the amount of BART parking in Downtown 
Livermore is to avoid land use impacts that could hamper efforts to increase development 
densities. The parking impacts of a BART station are not that much different from the 
parking impacts of increased development densities. The other cities where BART has a 
downtown station have been able to manage the potential problems of BART parking 
spillover while maintaining an acceptable level of parking availability for downtown 
employees, customers, and nearby residents. The Draft Program EIR includes M itigation 
Measure TR-6.2, in which BART would assist the City of Livermore in implementing 
parking controls on the downtown area, if that were to become necessary. 


106.13 It is correct that LAVTA reports that Routes 12 and 18 currently experience traffic related 
delays. Future traffic conditions in the downtown were addressed in the Draft Program 
EIR. Please refer to Tables 3.2-27 to 3.2-30 starting on page 3.2-88 of the Draft Program 
EIR, which provide a summary of the traffic impact analysis. Intersections 8 (First 
Street/Livermore Avenue) and 9 (First Street/Scott Street) in the tables are located in the 


Spence, Paul, City of Livermore Principal Planner. Personal communication with Greg Goodfellow, DC&E. 
May 19, 2010. 
Frost, Susan, City of Livermore Principal Planner. Personal communication with Greg Goodfellow, DC&E. 
May 19, 2010. 
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downtown area. A Downtown Livermore Station would create increases in traffic on 
downtown streets, but the analysis did not indicate any significant impacts. It is important 
to consider that much of the traffic entering the downtown to access BART would be traffic 
that would have already been traveling through the area to access the |-580 freeway if 
BART were not available. In addition the presence of BART will reduce the number of 
auto trips generated by land uses in the downtown. Also the traffic analysis was conducted 
with the assumption that there would be adequate parking near the BART station to 
accommodate the demand for BART. Asa result the traffic analysis tends to overstate the 
impact. Accordingly it is not anticipated that LAVTA buses will experience more delay 
with a downtown BART station, than the delay that could be expected under the No Build 
Alternative. 


106.14 This comment identifies a series of TOD limitations around the V asco Road Station. These 
limitations are clearly identified in Section 5, Program Merits, of the Draft Program EIR. 
Section 5 states that residential development around the V asco Road Station is constrained 
by existing industrial and public land use designations, which currently prevent future 
residential units beyond those associated with the City of Livermore's Brisa N eighborhood 
Plan (page 5-17, paragraph 3). This comment also correctly states that the Vasco Road 
Station area is projected to have less housing in 2030 than the Isabel/l-580 Station area. 
This is reflected in Table 5-4 of the document. However, the likelihood of overcoming the 
limitations of the Isabel/l-580 Station site, which include the City’s Urban Growth 
Boundary and Airport Protection Area, is far lower than that of overcoming the land use 
designation restrictions around the Vasco Road Station. As noted in the Draft Program 
EIR, the latter could be overcome with amendments to the City of Livermore General Plan 
land use map (see pages 5-17 to 5-18), while the former would demand voter approval and 
an increase in the potential risk to public safety associated with airport-adjacent 
development (see Response 106.8 of this document). 


Finally, the Draft Program EIR identifies that the primary attraction of the Vasco Road 
Station is its potential to become a popular destination due to the large amount of 
employment in the station area. Please refer to Table 3.4-3 on page 3.4-7, which lists 
major employers in the station areas. Vasco Road has, by far, the largest number of 
employees within the station area. 


106.15 Please refer to Response 83.1. The ridership forecasts showed that the V asco Road Station 
is closed enough to the freeway to function as a freeway intercept station and attract traffic 
traveling over the Altamont Pass. Therefore, it would function similar to the Greenville 
East Station. 


106.16 Section 4.4, Growth Inducing Impacts, in the Draft Program EIR includes a discussion of 
how the alternatives would influence local growth. The Draft Program EIR explains that 
transportation projects may hasten growth in certain areas, retard it in others, and intensify 
development in certain locations (page 4-4, paragraph 5). The Draft Program EIR does not 
conclude that the Downtown Livermore and Vasco Road stations would directly provide 
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106.17 


new economic benefits that the others stations would not. Rather, it concludes that focused 
growth in these station areas would complement the direction of existing policies and plans 
guiding land use in those locations. 


This comment supports the merits of the freeway alignment and Alternatives 1 and 4 and 
summarizes comments raised above. Please see Responses 106.1 to 106.16. The Draft 
Program EIR compares the ridership, environmental impacts and costs of the alignment 
alternatives. Comparisons between the various alternatives were made throughout the Draft 
Program EIR, most notably in the summary Table S-2 and Table 5-1 in Section 5, Program 
Merits. Although not in the Draft Program EIR text, costs for each alternative are provided 
in Appendix B. “Support for local efforts, initiatives, and policies to promote transit 
oriented development,” is one of the nine program objectives (see page 1-13) and is 
considered important in order to develop a self-sustaining core of future transit ridership. 
Increasingly, transit-oriented development is seen as key to building ridership, combating 
suburban sprawl, initiating “smart growth,” and complying with state requirements, such 
as SB 32, to reduce greenhouse gases. It is appropriate for the policy goals of 
transportation agencies to evolve in response to changing conditions and increased 
understanding of the benefits of smart growth in addressing traffic congestion, energy use, 
and climate change. The District's System Expansion Policy was adopted in 1999 and 
presents a uniform set of criteria for evaluating future projects (page 1-14 of the Draft 
Program EIR). The District's extension polices could continue to evolve as the District 
assesses their effectiveness on generating ridership, preventing sprawl and its related 
impacts, such as greenhouse gases. The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits 
of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 
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Letter 106A 


BART to Livermore Extension Program — 
Draft Program Environmental impact Report (PEIR) 
Comments 


Please complete thie form with your comments and/or questions conceming the Draft PEIR of the BART to 


Livermore Extension. (Name and contact information optional.) 
ome LIEN Langan aw PELE 


Name (please print): 
cee oer ao/ 


Cor~ 
COMMENTS / QUESTIONS: : 


Hl 


ae AS Pe ge 7S PO = Fi 
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Letter 106A George Reid 


106A.1 ~— Please refer to Section 3.7, Geology, Soils, and Seismicity, in the Draft Program EIR 
regarding impacts associated with each of the alternatives including alternatives along 
1-580. The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives 
during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 
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0 To ino@bartolivermore.org 
01/04/2010 10:55 AM ce 


bee 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Monday, January 4, 2010 at 11:55:47 


First_Name: Jennifer 
Last_Name: Rieble 
Email: theriebles@comcast. net 


essage: BART is the best solution to our traffic problems along the 580 
corridor. I hope that of the alternatives considered, that the first 

107.1 Jalternative (Alt #1) is the final choice, Keeping BART along the interstate is 
the most sensible solution. Of the other alternatives, I strongly support 
keeping BART along 580 as far as possible. I am strongly against running BART 
along El Charro, or building 4 station at Stanley and Isabel.. 


I have some questions about the £l Charro route: 

1. Would this change the Pleasanton plans to extemd Stoneridge Drive to £1 
107.2 Charro? 

2. Have the developers of the Continuing Care Community in Staples Ranch been 

involved these discussions? Could they back out of the Staples Ranch plan due 

to noise from BART? 


I am very concerned about new auto traffic generated by “inland” stations, 

107.3 | expecially at Isabel and Stanley. Stanley is already very busy, and the 
access to Stanley from Pleasanton means Valley and/or First Street, which 
cannot handle more traffic. 


Please keep the tracks along 580, using either option 1 or 2. 
Thank you for including Pleasanton in your considerations. 
Sincerely, 

Jennifer Rieble 

Pleasanton 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 76.103.20.79 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 8.0; Windows NT 5.1; 
Trident/4.0; Comcast Install 1.0; .NET CLR 1.1.4322; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; .NET 
CLR 3.0.04506.30; .NET CLR 3.0.04506.648; .NET CLR 3.0.4506.2152; .NET CLR 
3.5.30729; OfficeLiveConnector.1.4; OfficeLivePatch. 1.3) 
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Letter 107 J ennifer Rieble 


107.1 


107.2 


107.3 


This comment supports an alignment along 1-580. The BART Board of Directors will 
consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a 
preferred alternative. 


Transportation improvements assumed in the Draft Program EIR are discussed on pages 
3.2-36 and 3.2-37 of the Draft Program EIR; the extension of Stoneridge Drive to El 
Charro Road is included in the analysis. The proposed extension does not propose to alter 
this improvement. See Master Response 4, Staples Ranch, of this document, for a 
discussion of traffic and noise impacts to the Staples Ranch site. The developers of the 
Continuing Life Communities facility in Staples Ranch were not involved in discussions 
with BART prior to publication of the Draft Program EIR. Their comment letter on the 
Draft Program EIR is included as Letter 26 of this document. Please see M aster Response 
4 regarding the potential noise impacts at Staples Ranch and the Continuing Life 
Communities facility. Any binding commitments by the developers to develop the senior 
community at Staples Ranch would be between the developers and Alameda County. 


The Draft Program EIR considers the traffic impacts due to the stations associated with 
each of the alternatives. For alternatives with “inland stations” (away from I-580), the 
station activity would result in traffic impacts on local streets (see Impacts TR-3 and TR-4 
in the Draft Program EIR, starting on page 3.2-78). Alternatives 3a and 5, which would 
include the Isabel/Stanley Station, would result in arterial segments operating at 
unacceptable levels of service, as noted on page 3.2-86. However, as also noted on page 
3.2-86, Stanley Boulevard would experience improved operation with Alternative 3a, 
although it would continue to operate at an unacceptable level of service due to other 
traffic. Alternative 3a would also result in unacceptable levels of service at 6 intersections 
in the study area during the morning peak hour and 7 intersections during the evening peak 
hour (see page 3.2-126 and 127 of the Draft Program EIR). Alternative 5 would result in 
unacceptable levels of service at 3 intersections in the study area during the morning peak 
hour and 7 intersections during the evening peak hour (see page 3.2-128 and 129 of the 
Draft Program EIR). 
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Dan Sapons To *info@barttolivermore. org” <into@barttolivermore. org> 
ee a 
01/03/2010 10:23 PM bee 


Subject Noto BART over Pleasanton 


he plans that bring BART tracks across Pleasanton all have significant 
ravwbacks and we oppose them strongly. Those plans that bypass Pleasanton and 

108.1 yroceed down 580 are the viable and harmless ways to bring BART to Livermore 
ithout disrupting long-planned developments that will bring much needed 
evenue and quality of life enhancements to Pleasanton. 


an Sapone 
leaganton,CA 


Sent from my iPhone 
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Letter 108 Dan Sapone 


108.1 Please see Master Response 3 for discussion of alignments along El Charro Road and 
through the Chain of Lakes, and M aster Response 4 for a discussion of impacts to Staples 
Ranch. The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment 
alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 
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109.2 


731 Hazel St 
Livermore, CA 94550 
January 19, 2010 
BART Planning Department 
300 Lakeside Drive 


Oakland, CA 94612 
Attn; Malcolm Quint 
Dear Mr. Quint: 


| atlended the December 2, 2010, BART To Livermore meeting at Robert Livermore Community Center, 
Livermore, CA. | did not speak publicly at the meeting. 


lam against BART track extensions beyond the Dublin-Pleasanton Station. | am definitely not the only 
resident of Livermore against a BART extension to Livermore. | do not hear our voice, | want to be sure 
BART hears thal some of us, probably a large number of us, do NOT want BART. 


Ten years ago | wanted BART extended to Livermore, but BART has missed the time window to come to 
Livermore. Neighborhoods have flourished near most BART alternatives. The city size has more than 
doubled since BART once promised that Livermore would be “the next extension.” (Census population 
1970 is 37,703.) In the meantime, obviously before any Livermore extension BART went to SFO and 
BART is now extending to Warm Springs. 


1. Against routes that use existing rall lines 


Southern Pacitic Railroad corridors or tracks, By corridor | also include aerial structures. 


1. These railroad come too near several residential areas for BART trafic every 10 to 20 minutes, There 
is no mitigation that could make the noise acceptable. In fact my subdivision is too near the tracks of both 
lines. 


2. Nor do | want any residents in other parts of Livermore to have to contend with the noise, Currently 
some Livermore residents living near elevated commuter lines must stop talking while a train passes 
several times a day, They should not have to stop talking every 10 or 20 minutes. 


3. Using these tracks of right of ways will diminish property values, and cost the state property tax 
revenues. 


4, We are not interested in subsidizing the commutes of people who insist on living in the Central Valley 
or beyond, either in terms of money or in terms of time, with our BART subsidies. 


| am especially against all of the alternatives that would utilize Union Pacifie Railroad or ex- 


5, | am especially against the idea of a Vasco station and/or an aerial structure. In Pleasanton the noise 
from BART is masked by freeway noise. At Vasco the noise will be a new, and very unwelcome, source. 
The traffic noise from a somewhat recent extension of Patterson Pass Road has increased neighborhood 
noise to an unpleasant leve!. We do not want more noise. Once my neighborhood was quiet. 
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109.6 


tl, Against all routes to Greenville Road or Vasco Road. 
1. lam against all routes that go to Greenville or Vasco on the basis of equity. 


San Joachin County has paid ZERO, BART proposes to remove cars thal come down the Allamont Pass 
from 1580, San Joachin will naver buy into BART in advance. Look at BART's record with respect to 
Livermore, Look on the web to test how unenthusiastic the Central Valley is to buying into BART. 


Yet, the prime beneficiaries of a line to Greenville will be the Central Valley, not those of us in Livermore 
and Alameda County who wil! subsidize |t through continuous sales taxation and bonds. 


A Greenville or Vasco station will be mostly useless to residents of Livermore. The parking will long be 
filled by morning commuters from the Central Valley, what little parking BART Goes provide. Yet we wil! 
cominue to subsidize even more riders [rom the Central Valiey. 


THIS IS FUNDAMENTALLY UNFAIR TO LIVERMORE. IT IS NOT WHAT THE VOTERS IN 1969 SIGNED 
ONTO WITH THE BART SALES TAX REFERENDUM. 


To be specific, BART would “come" to Livermore, but be useless to Livermore, and contribute nothing but 
noise and possibly more sprawl, 


109.7 " Claims of cleaner air and less freeway congestion are, | vail argue later, are spurious. 


109.8 


2. l object to a noisy 24-hour BART yard at Greenville or anywhere else along this line, | especially object 
to a Vasco yard. There are many houses off of VASCO. We can hear freeway traffic several miles away, 
We will certainly hear activities in a yard. Essentially BART would be heavy industry in a zone for light 
industrial use, such as warehouses, 


3, | object to a BART presence along VASCO. Residential properties off of Vasco will sutfer property 


109.9 | value declines from the noise. Some of these houses are $1,000,000. They produce a lot of properly tax 


sail 


109.11 


revenue. Any home owner whose value went down will press for reassessment, to the detriment of State 
and the city of Livermore 


4. BART would have to acquire existing businesses, according to BAAT fo Livermore pamphlet. These 
businesses contribute taxes to Livermore. If they relocate outside of Livermore, Livermore loses tax 
revenue. BART itsell is a tax sink, not a tax source. 


5. The Urban Growth Boundary, which | support, inhibits TOD at Greenville. The best argument against 
TOO is the supremely ugly development just north of Dublin-Pleasanton station. Livermore residents 
support the UGB and do not appreciate ugly TOD, 
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BART's argument to remove cars from 1580. 


BART has some quixotic idea thal it can remove cars from 1580, There are 3 arguments against BART's 
claim. 


1, Only a relatively small number of cars will be taken off the freeway, because to ride BART instead of 
drive, the driver has to park his car. The meager amount of parking at Dublin Station shows that the 
amount of parking is always insufficient during the week, 


2. Even if BART built ample parking, the carrying capacity of the BART two-way rail line into Dublin is 
limited. BART can only operate a small number of trains per hour. The length of the train is limited by the 
hauling capacity of the engine. So it is an illusion that suddenly 1580 will not be congested during 
weekdays, 

109.12 |, 
3. The worst flaw In BART's claim is the tacit assumption that cars removed from the freeway and 
parked in BART garages will not be replaced by more cars. 


Any car removed from the treeway will be replaced by another car. Why? Residential construction in the 
Central Valley will become more attractive, the reason being greater highway access to jobs west of the 
Altamont. With houses, come commutes to the west. Companies |n Silicon Valley will point to the Central 
Valley as a place of relative cheap houses, with the added selling point that the congestion or gridlock on 
1580 has eased. As a matter of historical record, it will not take long for it to return, Indeed, an attractive 
highway will aid long distance commutes from attractive places to live such as the Sierra foothills. 


The illusion of an uncongested 1580 is held up as a carrot for getting BART to Greenville. It is unrealistic 
and the assumptions about how peopie behave are deeply flawed. It will lead to the Los-Angelosizing of 
the Bay Area and North Central California. 


Solution 


1, The crux of the highway problem is concentration of business in the Bay Area, and people living 
elsewhere. A very simple solution is to push the Central Valley as a good place for businesses. BART 
109.13 pushing east undercuts distribution of businesses. 


2. The solution will be unpopular among movers and shakers but it is the right thing to do in the long run. 


Some counter arguments for bringing BART to downtown Livermore. 


At the December 2 meeting, some Livermore promoters stood up and said BART to downtown Livermore 
would revitalize the city, etc. etc. 


Somewhat laler | asked a business owner if his store on First Street would benefit from BART. His answer 

was no, If you ask the rank and file business owner, and not the people whose job it Is to promote the city, 
105.14 the picture is quite different from what | heard at the Livermore DPEIR meeting. 

Some speakers promoted BART to downtown Livermore as if Livermore were Berkeley. The comparison 

is daft, Berkeley has UCB and its resources. 


The cohorts for the Bankhead Theatre and the non-existent regional theater are a vocal and pushy crowd, 
They are not representative. The idea that BART would pay $3B - $68; so that an actor could ride BART 
to Livermore instead of take a taxi from Dublin-Pleasanton station (their example) is silly, 
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The idea that BART would produce a renaissance of downtown Livermore is false. 


No one at the meeting explicitly opposed bringing BART to Livermore, Various routes were objected to 
on various grounds. That does not mean those Livermore residents would be in favor of some other route. 
My conclusion from all the objections is that Livermore should reject BART. 


After the meeting | told one person who spoke for a downtown route, thal | was against all routes. | was 
109.14 | surprised when he admitted he was too: he had just picked the least noxious route for urban sprawl. (This 
cont, person had read a long excerpt on Fresno's sprawl into the forma! record.) 


So there you have il, When some people spoke for a route, they viewed it as less worse than other 
alternatives. As a forced choice between allernatives, they tried to pick the least bad. 


My position is that all the proposed aitematives to extend BART tracks to Livermore are bad and none 
should be implemented! | am especially opposed to aerial structures and using existing rail lines or rights 
of ways. 


Other 


t. Crime. Others at the December 2 meeting objected to BART roules on the basis of crime. BART 

generally brushes these concerns off with sophistical arguments, such as: Crime doesn't increase - if il 

did BART police would arrest the robber when he showed up at the station with a TV (attributed to a 
109.15 BART representative in a newspaper). 


Gang access to Livermore through BART is a concern to some residents, including myself. Some spoke 
against a BART alternative as too close to Granada High School. The other high schoo! is a short walk 
from First and Fourth Streets, So BART could come near either high school. | came to understand the 
expressed concern al the meeting in terms of a gang problem we do not want to grow worse. 


As a concerned citizen who has telephoned PG&E and the police about gang markings that | cccasionally 
see In or outside Livermore, | Go not want wider outside gang access to Livermore. 


2. Shortage of BART equipment. Currently BART lacks enough cars to make the evening commute to 
Pleasanton standing room. The 10-car trains go to Piltsburg. It will be years before BART buys more cars 
(reported by SJ Mercury, January 19, 2019). 
109.16 So apart from track extension east of Dublin-Pleasanton, BART has no cars to support the extension. 
Where is that money to come from? Another sales tax hike? "We have tracks but now we need sales tax 
to buy more cars.” Or is this something that is supposed to magically fix itself? 


Or does BARAT think that the same number of cars for an extension wili work? That undercuts the 
argument for removing cars from 1580. The occupants have to have riding space. The commute trains are 
full at Dublin-Pleasanton. 


Yours truly, 


. 
hen é 


Paul Schaich 
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Letter 109 Paul Schaich 


109.1 


109.2 


109.3 


109.4 


109.5 


109.6 


109.7 


This comment concerns the merits of the project alternatives and does not concern the 
adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA. The BART 
Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final 
hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


As shown in Figures 3.10-6 through 3.10-14 of the Draft Program EIR, noise levels at 
homes adjacent to the tracks are predicted to result in significant noise level increases with 
the addition of BART trains along this alignment. The Draft Program EIR also indicates 
that noise levels in other areas of Livermore could also experience significant noise level 
increases with the addition of BART train noise to these areas. The mitigation strategies 
described under NO-1.1 on page 3.10-53 would substantially reduce impacts related to 
BART train noise; however, sufficient information is not available at the program level to 
conclude with certainty that mitigation would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant 
impact in all circumstances. BART acknowledges that noise impacts from operations in 
some areas could be a significant and unavoidable impact. 


A change in property values and property tax revenues, in itself, is not considered an 
environmental impact under CEQA. 


See M aster Response 8 for a discussion of Livermore’s funding contribution. 


The Draft Program EIR contains a full discussion of noise impacts in Section 3.10, Noise 
and Vibration. As illustrated on Figures 3.10-9 and 3.10-10, there could be significant 
noise impacts from BART operations on sensitive receptors south of the UPRR and west of 
Vasco Road (west of the V asco Road Station). Also, as noted on page 3.10-55 of the Draft 
Program EIR, noise impacts from the Vasco Road Y ard are considered to be less-than- 
significant. 


San Joaquin commuters will benefit from stations on the east side of Livermore, but they 
would not be the only beneficiaries. As indicated in the parking discussion beginning on 
page 3.2-138, with the exception of the Downtown Livermore Station, the available 
parking supply at Livermore extension stations would match the daily peak parking 
demand. Parking demand includes both local Livermore patrons and those from San 
Joaquin County, so Livermore residents would have opportunities to park at the BART 
stations. Improving ridership on the BART system through a Livermore extension would 
help remove additional cars from 1-580. One of the principal objectives of a BART 
extension is to provide congestion relief along the I-580 corridor through the Tri-Valley 
area. This would provide benefits to Tri-Valley residents as well as commuters from the 
Central Valley. See Master Response 8 for a discussion of Livermore’s funding 
contribution. 


Please refer to Response 109.12. 
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109.8 


109.9 


109.10 


109.11 


109.12 


The potential noise impacts from the operation of maintenance yards are described starting 
on page 3.10-54. Based on conservative assumptions, the assessment concluded that noise 
impacts may be significant near the Greenville Y ard and Portola/Railroad Y ard. M itigation 
Measure NO-2.1 on page 3.10-56 is expected to reduce impacts to less-than-significant 
levels. AS noted on page 3.10-55. Noise impacts from the Vasco Road maintenance yard 
are less than significant. The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the 
alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


A change in property values and property tax revenues, in itself, is not considered an 
environmental impact under CEQA. 


The Draft Program EIR analyzes and provides mitigation for displacement of businesses; 
see pages 3.4-15 to 3.4-23. A change in property values and property tax revenues, in 
itself, is not considered an environmental impact under CEQA. 


As noted in this comment, the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) represents a considerable 
challenge to TOD surrounding the Greenville East Station. As explained in the Draft 
Program EIR, Section 5.4, Regional Transit-Oriented Development Policies, the residential 
development potential of Alternatives 1, la and 1b is limited due to the fact that the 
majority of the eastern portion of the Greenville East Station area is located outside the 
City of Livermore and Alameda County UGBs (page 5-16, paragraph 3). The resulting 
future housing deficit in the station area, as compared to the target set by MTC Resolution 
#3434 TOD policy, is shown in Table 5-4 (page 5-15). The conflict between the 
Greenville East Station and UGB is also identified as a key environmental consideration in 
Table S-2 of the Draft Program EIR (page S-13). 


The Draft Program EIR evaluates the impacts of the alternatives on the I-580 freeway (see 
pages 3.2-65 to 3.2-78). Traffic conditions for each of the alternatives and the No-Build 
Alternative were evaluated for each of the 10 freeway segments on I-580 between H opyard 
Road to the west and a point east of Greenville road at the eastern end of the corridor. The 
alternatives showed a range of impacts as compared to the conditions with the No-Build 
Alternative. The alternatives would result in improved operation on 5 to 7 of the ten 
segments, but would also result in a deterioration of conditions on 1 to 4 segments. All of 
the alternatives would cause a deterioration of conditions on |-580 east of Greenville Road. 
This is due to the increase in travel over the Altamont Pass by drivers wishing to access 
BART. While the alternatives will attract some new travelers over the Altamont Pass, 
most of the those drivers attracted to BART would be individuals who already were driving 
the 1-580 corridor between San Joaquin County and the Bay Area, who decide to use the 
extended BART to Livermore service. This type of diversion results in less traffic on 
I-580 to the west of the BART stations which are intercepting trips from the San Joaquin 
Valley. The majority of the riders forecast to use the BART extension actually come from 
Livermore and the surrounding areas of the Tri-Valley within Alameda County. Many of 
these transit trips would be made by auto drivers who would have used |-580 prior to the 
availability of BART. This type of trip also reduces the traffic on the freeway west of the 
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109.13 


109.14 


109.15 


109.16 


BART stations that are intercepting theses locally generated trips. However, when the 
BART station is located on the freeway, such as the Isabel/l-580 Station, it also attracts 
trips to the freeway from the local area that would not have used the freeway but now must 
use I-580 in order to access BART. This type of trip results in worsening conditions to the 
east of the station that is attracting these drivers. Overall, as is shown in the analysis, there 
will be a net beneficial impact on the freeway between H opyard Road and Greenville Road. 
In terms of growth inducement in San Joaquin County it is important to note that the 
capacity bottleneck for traffic between San J oaquin and Alameda Counties is the Altamont 
Pass. The BART extension alternatives will not provide additional travel capacity over the 
Altamont Pass and as such would not create an incentive for additional growth in San 
Joaquin County. 


There are a variety of reasons why businesses chose to locate in one area versus another, 
including transportation options and commute times. BART provides an additional 
transportation option, which can be good for business as well as commuters. The 
commentor prefers that BART not be extended to Livermore, i.e, the No Build 
Alternative. The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the No Build 
Alternative as well as the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a 
preferred alternative. 


Please refer to Master Response 5 of this document, regarding various impacts of the 
Downtown Livermore Station to the character and quality of Downtown Livermore. The 
commentor prefers that BART not be extended to Livermore, that is, the No Build 
Alternative. The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the No Build 
Alternative as well as the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a 
preferred alternative. 


Please refer to Master Response 6 of this document, regarding the relationship of BART 
stations and crime. 


BART isin the process of procuring new cars to replace its existing fleet, though as noted 
by the commentor, delivery of the new cars is not expected until approximately 2017. 
However, the additional 54 to 89 new rail cars required for the BART to Livermore 
Extension would be funded separately as part of the project. Potential project impacts 
related to revenue vehicle (rail car) loading and overall rail car requirements are addressed 
in the Draft Program EIR (see pages 3.2-59 to 3.2-65). The costs for new rail cars are 
included in the cost estimates for each alternative (see A ppendix B). 
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Letter 110 


BART to Livermore Extension Program 
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 


Comments 
Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions concerning the Draft PEIR of the BART to 
Livermore Extension, (Name and t information optional.) 
Name (please print): «/OQ1) ~ Organization/Business: 
Address: 791 Mines Rd City: Livermore sacl 29 4$32 
Phone: Jas-§ 72-95 34 Email: — joan if. 


COMMENTS / QUESTIONS: 


110.1 
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Letter 110 J oan Seppula 


110.1 


The commentor supports a subway alignment along Portola Avenue with a downtown 
station and a station at Vasco Road. As noted at the end of the comment, this alignment is 
a “mix and match” of portions of different alternatives. As a result of public comment, 
BART has developed a tenth alternative, Alternative 2b — Portola-V asco, which replicates 
the commentor’s mix and match alternative. This alternative would originate at the 
existing Dublin/Pleasanton Station in the median of 1-580, diverge from the |-580 corridor 
at Airway Boulevard (just west of the existing Portola interchange), transition to a subway 
under Portola and Junction Avenues to a station adjacent to the existing ACE station in 
Downtown Livermore, and extend at-grade parallel to the existing UPRR tracks to a 
terminus station at Vasco Road. See Section 1.4 of this document for a full description and 
analysis of impacts of Alternative 2b. Please refer to Section 5.4, Regional Transit- 
Oriented Development Policies, in the Draft Program EIR for a discussion of the housing 
opportunities and constraints associated with each alternative, including the urban growth 
boundary. 
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COMMENTS PRESENTED TO THE BART PUBLIC HEARING 
NOVEMBER 18, 2009 
HENRY D. SHAY 

‘What are the principal criteria for choosing between the several 
BART extension options? It should take traffic off of 1580 and have 
sufficient ridership to warrant a reasonable number of trains each day. It 
should have its stations so sited to have adequate land for parking spaces, 
and its terminus should suitable for a sizeable rail yard for nightly storage of 
trains, It should connect with the ACE train and with bus service. It should 
make use of readily available right-of-way. It should be as inexpensive as 
possible. 

Three of the nine options have their terminus at the Greenville East 
Station, where there would be a rail yard and a transfer point to the ACE 
train. One of these, Alternative #1, Greenville East, would have a second 
station that is also located on the 1580, at the interaction with Isabel. This 
alternative is the only one fully taking advantage of the 1580 right-of-way. It 
would be about $1B cheaper than the other two that also end at the 
Greenville East Station. It would increase the BART ridership by 31,700 
riders per day, the most of any of the alternatives. 

Alternative 1, Greenville East, satisfies all the criteria and is 
probably the easiest to bring to timely and successful fruition. I support this 
alternative. 

Proponents of a regional theater in Livermore propose to subsidize its 
building with tax revenues from about 2000 units of high density housing 
downtown. Since the Livermore City Plan of 2003 does not provide 
adequate enlargement of the road network to accommodate the additional 
traffic, it has been proposed that most of the residents use BART to get to 
work. The assumption that most of these residents would walk to a 
downtown BART station is specious. Consider these “home origin” statistics 
of our Blue line taken from BART’s “2008 Station Profile Report”: 

% of “home origin” riders 
walking to BART 


ridership 
Dublin/Pleasanton 5567 


4% 
111.2 | | Castro Valley Ei rs | as 
Bay Fair Cs |. as 


Even with the generous assumption that 25% of the residents of the new 
high density housing would walk to a downtown BART station, they would 
comprise only about 1000 “home origin” riders each day. The decision to 
bring BART into downtown Livermore should not be predicated on such a 
low ridership. The downtown Livermore station does not make sense. 

1 conclude: choose Alternative 1, Greenville East. 
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Letter 111 Henry Shay 


111.1 


111.2 


The nine program objectives for the BART to Livermore extension are outlined on pages 
1-12 and 1-13 of the Draft Program EIR and include some of the factors suggested by the 
commentor such as alleviating traffic congestion and connection with ACE service. In 
addition, other criteria for the extension are provided by BART's System Expansion 
Criteria and MTC’s Resolution #3434. These policies are presented beginning on page 
1-13 of the Draft Program EIR. These criteria and policies go beyond the initial 
requirements of creating a functioning rail extension to the land use and planning policies 
that would generate a long-term and sustainable ridership that enhances local communities 
as well. The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment 
alternatives and their ability to satisfy program objectives during the final hearing to select 
a preferred alternative. 


Please see M aster Response 2 in this document regarding the assumptions and methodology 
used for estimating BART ridership. Table 3.2-22 on page 3.2-57 and 58 of the Draft 
Program EIR indicates the percentage of the estimated ridership that would walk to the 
BART stations. For the Downtown Livermore Station the percentage ranges from 4 to 7 
percent depending on which alternative alignment is considered. These percentages are for 
all trips, residential and non-residential, using the stations. It is likely that the percentage 
of trips from individual residential developments located near the station would be much 
higher. This is taken into account in the ridership estimates for that level of development 
currently allowed by the City of Livermore in the downtown area. It is important to note 
that the 2008 data shown in the comment on the percent of home origin riders walking to 
BART stations is a percentage of all the riders by all modes going to each of the BART 
stations shown. This is not the same as the percentage of all persons living within one-half 
mile of a BART station that would walk and use BART. 


This comment also expresses a preference for Alternative 1. The BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to 
select a preferred alternative. 
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COMMENTS PRESENTED TO THE BART PUBLIC HEARING 
December 2, 2009 
HENRY D. SHAY 
The extension of BART along 1580 with stations at Isabel and 
Greenville offers many opportunities for community development in 
addition to its obvious benefit of reducing traffic on 1580. 


Consider the area of Livermore north of 1580, near the construction of 
the new Isabel interchange. It hosts score upon score of high density 
residential units, many acres of business parks, and a greatly enlarged 
campus for Las Positas Community College. With the completion of the 
extension of Portola Avenue over 1580 and the addition of a BART station, 
this area will become a very attractive addition to Livermore. 


Similar potential exists at the area around the proposed BART site at 
1580/Greenville Road. Critics have complained that it is not zoned for 
residential development, but deliberations in a Livermore City Council 
meeting (City Council minutes of 2/9/04) unequivocally indicate that this 
objection is easily overcome. Referring to the BART parcel at 
1580/Greenville, “CM [Council Member] Leider said the General Plan 
Steering Committee had agreed that it did not want a message sent to BART 
that Livermore was not interested in the extension. She said the newer 
regulations stipulate that Livermore would have to build a TOD [Transit 
Oriented Development] where a BART station would be. She said that this 
property was within the UGB [Urban Growth Boundary] and to have a 
General Plan Amendment to change the zoning would not require a vote of 
the people.” The thrust of her statement was subsequently incorporated in a 
City Council Resolution, also dated 2/9/04. The Livermore City Council 
has, therefore, been quite explicit: the area near the BART property at the 
proposed Greenville site can be rezoned for residential units without undue 
delay. 


So — in addition to all of its other advantages, a BART extension 
along I580 offers excellent community develop possibilities for Livermore. 
We should not forget too that it is about $1B cheaper than the other 
altematives ending at Greenville and that its right-of-way will not be a 
magnet for dilatory lawsuits. 


| conclude: choose Alternative 1, Greenville East. 
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Letter 112 Henry Shay 


12.1 


112.2 


112:3 


Comment noted. 


This comment references Livermore City Council meeting minutes from February 9, 2004. 
At that time, BART extension planning in the City of Livermore was focused on BART - 
owned property at Greenville Road. As shown in Figure 3.3-4 (page 3.3-21) and 3.3-5 
(page 3.3-29) of the Draft Program EIR, the City of Livermore General Plan (adopted in 
2004) designates this property for BART land use, and establishes a BART TOD 
Transitional Area in association with it. As is evident in the Draft Program EIR in Figures 
3.3-4 and 3.3-5, these City-designated planning areas are within the UGB. 


However, over the course of the BART to Livermore planning, scoping and community 
outreach processes, the location of the proposed terminus station was moved from the 
BART-owned site west of Greenville Road to a site further east of the road and south of 
1-580. This new, easterly site is the location of the Greenville East Station assessed in the 
Draft Program EIR. As shown in Figure 3.3-4, the station footprint is largely outside of 
the UGB. Asaresult, accomplishing transit-oriented development in a large portion of the 
station area would require a voter-approved amendment to the City’s UGB. 


As illustrated in the Draft Program EIR in Figure 3.3-4, though the Isabel/l-580 Station is 
within the city limits and UGB, a portion of the station area lies outside the UGB. The 
station is also within the Livermore Airport Protection Area. Both these issues could affect 
future development and particularly, transit-oriented development, around the | sabel/I-580 
Station site. See Response 112.2 above for a discussion of the development possibilities at 
the Greenville East Station site. 
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113.1 


0 To ino@bartolivermore.org 
Dae 11/12/2009 09:31 PM ce 
; bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Thursday, November 12, 2009 at 22:31:03 


First_Name: becky 
Last_Name: simpzon 
Email: simpsonbge@msn.com 


Message: Please do not use diesel trains to bring BART to Livermore. Bart is 
supposed to be clean. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 67.123.241.22 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 7.0; Windows NT 5.1; GTB6; .NET 
CLR 1.1,.4322; .NET CLR 2,.0.50727; .NET CLR 3.0.4506.2152; .NET CLR 3.5.30729; 
InfoPath. 2) 
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Letter 113 Becky Simpson 


113.1 


This program-level environmental analysis assumes that the BART extension to Livermore 
would use existing BART technology and electric-powered vehicles. The only location 
where BART is using diesel-powered vehicles is in eastern Contra Costa County, which 
will use independent, diesel-powered vehicles, known as diesel-multiple units (DMUs) as 
part of BART’s East Contra Costa County extension, known as eBART. A future project- 
level environmental analysis for the Livermore extension may include diesel vehicles as 
part of a study to analyze a variety of transit modes, and environmental impacts associated 
with diesel emissions would be considered at that time. 
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Letter 114 


0 To into@bartolivermore.org 
) 01/21/2010 04:12 PM ce 
bec 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Thursday, January 21, 2010 at 17:12:22 


First_Name: Paul 
Last_Name: Smith 
Email: paul. smith8pse. com 


Message: Base upon the initial draft BART to Livermore Program EIR it is clear 
that the critical process for evaluating and selecting the optimum train route 
is performing the detailed analysis on the three proposed locations. As the 
EIR states this process is yet to be performed and I suggest members of the 
public and community be invited to participate on the evaluation team From my 
perspective the most effective route layout and least cost would be to utilize 
the two I580 freeway locations, Isabel Ave and Greenville. These locations are 
114.1 | adjacent to the existing freeway system that already carries the majority of 
public that commute by driving cars into into the Livermore Valley and Bay 
Area. This would allow a vast majority of drivers and local or outlying 
Livermore Valley residents quick and easy assess to the BART train system thus 
more likely to gain ridership. I am also a firm believer that the freeway 
train route would be significantly less in capital investment dol! 
lars versus running the system into downtown Livermore. I urge the SF-BARTD 
to perform a comprehensive, thorough and detailed analysis of each proposed 
location including a cross-section that represents the public in both the 
Livermore Valley and surrounding areas from where the public ridership will 
come from. Please carefully consider these comments ari suggests as you move 
forward with the project. 


Respectively, 
Paul A. Smith 


REMOTE_ADDR: 204.61.54.29 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 7.0; Windows NT 5.1; .NET CLR 
1.1.4322; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; .NET CLR 3.0.04506,30; .NET CLR 3.0.04506. 648; 
«NET CLR 3.5.21022; .NET CLR 3.0.4506.2152; .NET CLR 3.5.30729; InfoPath.1) 
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Letter 114 Paul Smith 


114.1 


As noted in the comment, BART staff will prepare a Preferred Alternative Memorandum 
(PAM) that will recommend a preferred alignment. The Preferred Alternative 
Memorandum will be distributed to a variety of stakeholders, including the Tri-Valley 
Regional Rail Policy Working Group, the Livermore City Council, other public agencies 
and elected officials, and will be available for review by the public. These community 
representatives, as well as individual members of the public, can then make their 
recommendations to the BART Board. This process is outlined on page S-29 of the Draft 
Program EIR. The BART Board is expected to select a preferred alternative in mid-2010. 
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BART to Livermore Extension Program 


Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Comments 


Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions conceming the Draft PEIR of the BART to 
Livermore Extension, (Name and contact information optional.) 


Name (please pri if Daeg Soar _ __ Organization/Business: deal Caihes 
Address:_~° 79 q Cvadtc Koad — __ cay, Lrwemar store: Cr zip: PVE ST 


phone: 425) 2Y$ -13 Ses emai “[7OU! Ye? & SHEE MBN Ae 
COMMENTS / QUESTIONS: 
5.1 p Hauld hike deg Aihevaton 9 eid 
RUAyA i, eVist Ane 
ooh ny | - ; e  tgSt eervcctwiesS - 
115.2 e bea Sup} Ons eo ‘ed sities Safes 4 dhe 
st COGN LOGE Ke ar big ie 


hong —uitl in ther? Darusri tous 


—_—_—_—SSSSLLSSSS== => 
————— od Ee BART to Linarmore idension Prapeam 
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Letter 115 Tracy Smith 


115.1 The Draft Program EIR contains a thorough evaluation of noise impacts; see Section 3.10, 
Noise and Vibration. The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the 
alignment alternatives, including potential noise impacts, during the final hearing to select a 
preferred alternative. 


115.2 This comment notes that though the Dublin/Pleasanton Station is on I-580, Pleasanton’s 
downtown area is doing well. This comment concerns the merits of the project alternatives 
and does not concern the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with 
CEQA. The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment 
alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 
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116.1 


Letter 116 


0 To ino@bantolivermore.org 
11/17/2009 07:53 PM ce 
bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() om Tuesday, November 17, 2009 at 20:53:03 


First Name: Erin 
Last Name: spoden 
Emsil: erinspoden®sbcglobal. net 


Message: I LIVE RIGHT ON THE CORNER OF EL RIO CT AND SCENIC WHICH IS LOOKING 
DIRECTLY ACROSS THE PROPOSED SITE I THINK FOR BART, IS THIS WHERE THE PARKING 
LOT IS GOING TO BE. ACCORDING TO THE MAP YOU SENT IN THE MAIL IT LOOKS LIKE 
THE STATION ITSELF IS GOING TO BE A LITTLE FURTHER UP THE ROAD, WHICH WE ARE 
HAPPY ABOUT, BUT OUR CONCERN IS IF I'M CORRECT ABOUT THIS LOCATION BEING THE 
PARKING LOT IS THERE GOING TO BE A RETAINING WALL AND HOW TO WE KEEP PEOPLE 
FROM PARKING IN OUR COURT ARE YOU GOING TO ASSIGN STICKERS FOR OUR CARS FOR 
ALL OF THE HOMEOWNERS ON OUR STREET. THANK-YOU 


ERIN SPODEN-925~606-5834 


REMOTE ADDR: 75.18.168.4 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 7.0; Windows NT 5.1; 
Trident/4.0; .NET CLR 1.1.4322: yie8; yplus 5.1.05b) 
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Letter 116 Erin Spoden 


116.1 


Several of the BART alternatives include a maintenance yard north of 1-580 and east of 
Laughlin Road. Although Alternative 1 includes a BART guideway parallel to and north of 
1-580, there would be no station or maintenance facilities west of Laughlin Road. The best 
illustration of this is Figure 2-5 of the Draft Program EIR. Parking impacts and mitigation 
at station sites are discussed beginning on page 3.2-138 of the Draft Program EIR. 
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Letter 117 


John Stein 
1334 Kathy Court 
Livermore, Califomia 94550 


January 20, 2010 
Mr. Quint: 


1 enjoyed the meeting on bringing BART service to Livermore, but duc to time limitation 
many of my questions could not be fully explored, I have therefore decided to submit 
comments on the Program EIR in writing. 


The City of Livermore has a requirement that, with a few exceptions, requires that traffic 
on local streets be maintained at or below mid level D. Which stations will be able to 
meet this requirement? Will traffic mitigations be required and how will they be funded? 

117.1 Has the traffic analysis of the proposed downtown station taken into account the traffic 
caused by students arriving at Livermore High and Junction Middle Schoo! during the 
peak morning commute? Have the intersections at First and Maple and First and Inman 
as well as Livermore and Portola and Livermore at Junction been looked at in detail? In 
the same way have the arrival of employees at LLNL and their affect on a traffic analysis 
of the Vasco and Greenville Road stations been analyzed? 


It is difficult to understand the noise analysis. All of the non freeway routes run through 
or near residential neighborhoods, Based upon existing schedules how many trains will 

117.2 | pass an existing point along the right of way on a typical weekday? How does this 
number compare with current levels of track use by UP and ACE? How many of those 
trains will run before 8:00 AM or after 8:00 PM? What sort of noise levels are created by 
track maintenance equipment during late night hours? 


117.3 | What neighborhoods will notice a detectable increase in perceived noise levels? Could 
you provide contours of changes in noise levels along the various rights of ways? How 
117.4 Teale individual homes might be affected? How does a BART right of way affect the 
sale price of homes adjacent to the right of way versus those a few hundred feet away? 
Has the EIR identified noise sensitive sites like schools, hospitals, churches, theaters and 
117-5 ghassisted living senior centers? How will noise and vibration be mitigated for these uses? 
117.6 Ae vibration affect historical structures and how can this be mitigated? 


Sound walls are suggested as mitigation. What are the dimensions of a typical sound 
wall for an at grade track and how far does it have to extend beyond the location of 
residential development. Who is responsible for maintenance and graffiti removal and 
how well are the sound walls maintained? Beyond the visual impacts, what would the 
cultural effects be of bisecting a community with a large continuous double wall? Can 
sound wall like structures be used to mitigate noise from ventilation shafts of 
underground right of ways? 


117.7 
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It is unclear how the level of TOD development around the various stations was 
determined. Could you describe the assumptions and methods used in detail? Was it 
based upon the City of Livermore's Zoning Map or its General Plan? It appears that only 

117.8 | the Greenville station has a large amount of TOD development planned and approved. 
Who will pay for the General Plan changes and approvals required? Was the level of 
TOD development based upon vacant land available or will it require demolishing a 
significant number of existing structures? Will eminent domain to acquire land either for 
the BART stations or the proposed TOD? 


The City of Livermore Consultants, staff and perhaps City Council appear to be focusing 
on an option that would result in an underground route from the 1-580 Freeway to an 
underground downtown station and then to an end of line station at Vasco Road. The 
downtown station would have limited parking, perhaps 500 to 10000 spaces, to reduce 
traffic impacts. Based upon cost and ridership of this alignment is this a viable option? 


117.9 


approximately 4000 new TOD residential units clustered around it. This would occupy 
about 100 to 150 acres of the downtown, most of the entire area, What mitigations will 
be required to retain the smal] town culture and the as built historical structures in the 
face of this massive redevelopment of the area? 


117.10 [= downtown BART station proposed in the EIR will occupy 27 acres and have 


117.11 


With recent improvements in tunnel boring equipment and the reduced costs would a 
dual tunnel alignment along the proposed Portola route be preferable to a cut and fill 

117.12 | Under grounding of the BART tracks? In fact would an underground alignment under the 
1-580 routes be a way to avoid major traffic delays and requirements for additional right 
of way? It would avoid many traffic disruptions and allow for underground stations with 
casy access to both sides of the freeway. 


Why was the Greenville station moved from North of the freeway on BART owned land 
117.13 | toa location south of the freeway? As an interim end of line station would a station north 

of 1-580 make sense surrounded by 5,000 to 6,000 surface parking spaces? 

Thank you ffor the opportunity to comment, 


John Stein (925) 449-7896 


Oph Me 
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Letter 117 J ohn Stein 


17.1 The Draft Program EIR considers the traffic impacts due to the stations associated with 
each of the alternatives. Please refer to Tables 3.2-27 to 3.2-30 starting on page 3.2-88 of 
the Draft Program EIR which provides a summary of the traffic impact analysis. Three 
intersections were studied in the area near Livermore High and Junction Middle School. 
These are #6 Portola Ave/Livermore Ave, #7 Livermore Ave/Chestnut Street, and #8 First 
Street/Livermore Avenue. These intersections are representative of the conditions in the 
area. The traffic analysis is based on counts of existing traffic which includes current 
traffic generation from the schools in this area. The intersection of Portola and Livermore 
Avenues would experience conditions worse than midrange level of service D during the 
AM peak hour period for the No-Build Alternative (that is, even without a BART 
extension) and also for all of extension alternatives. The other intersections mentioned by 
the commentor were not analyzed, but a similar result would be expected. A similar 
analysis was conducted in the vicinity of the Vasco Road and Greenville East Station and 
the analysis includes the full impact of planned employment in the area, including 
employment at the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratories. The Draft Program EIR, 
pages 3.2-129 to 3.2-132, includes mitigation measures where feasible to address traffic 
impacts. When traffic improvements adopted as mitigation measures are carried out by 
other agencies, BART will contribute its fair share of funding as appropriate for the traffic 
impacts attributable to the BART extension. 


117.2 The analysis for the proposed alternatives assume a train will pass in each direction every 
12 minutes resulting in up to 10 trains passing a point every hour between 4 a.m. and 12 
a.m. (weekdays). This is equivalent to about 200 train trips per day. These can vary from 
5 to 10 car trains. The City of Livermore General Plan adopted in February 9, 2004, and 
amended in June 2009 estimates that the Altamont Commuter Express (ACE) makes six 
trips per day and freight trains make about five trips per day through Livermore. The 
freight trains can have up to 60 to 80 cars per train, and can generate higher noise levels 
than a 10-car BART train. However, over the course of a day, there may be more than 10 
times more BART train trips than freight and ACE trips. Please see Response 26.2 for 
discussion of noise levels during maintenance of the tracks. 


117.3 While contours and the exact number of individual homes impacted by increased noise 
levels are not available in the program-level EIR analysis, Figures 3.10-6 through 3.10-14 
in the Draft Program EIR show the areas along the alignment that are expected to 
experience significant noise levels from the BART trains. 


117.4 This comment addresses the potential impact on home prices that could result from BART 
extension alternatives. A change in property values and property tax revenues, in itself, is 
not considered an environmental impact under CEQA. 
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117.5 The Draft Program EIR specifically examines noise impacts to schools, hospitals, 
churches, and senior centers. The potential impacts to these types of receptors are 
addressed starting on page 3.10-22 of the Draft Program EIR. No school, church, or 
senior centers were identified as being significantly impacted by the proposed alternatives. 
However, Alternatives la, 1b, 2a, and 3a were found to have significant noise impacts to 
sensitive receptors in Downtown Livermore. This would include theatres located in the 
downtown area. Various noise mitigation measures as outlined under NO-1.1 on page 
3.10-53 would be examined to reduce noise levels, e.g., sound walls. The potential for 
vibration impacts are addressed starting on page 3.10-65 of the Draft Program EIR. No 
school, church, or senior centers were identified as being significantly impacted by the 
proposed alternatives. However, Alternatives la, 1b, 2a, and 3a were found to have 
significant vibration impacts to sensitive receptors in Downtown Livermore. Vibration 
mitigation measures as outlined under NO-6.1 on page 3.10-69 would be examined to 
reduce vibration levels. Sufficient information is not available under this program-level 
analysis to conclude with certainty that these mitigation measures would reduce impacts to 
less-than-significant levels. BART would carefully examine noise impacts and mitigation 
measures in greater detail based on project-specific designs when preparing a project-level 
EIR, to determine if impacts can be further reduced. 


117.6 Three historic sites of particular interest near the proposed alignments include: 4221 Las 
Positas Road, Rancho del Charro (on El Charro Road), and Trevarno Road Historic 
District. These are all located more than 140 feet from the proposed alignments where the 
tracks are at grade. Impact NO-6 starting on page 3.10-65 of the Draft Program EIR 
describes how vibration impacts may be considered significant if structures are located 
within 125 feet of the tracks. Given that these historic structures are more than 140 feet 
away from the tracts, vibration impacts during operation of the proposed BART trains are 
not expected to have significant impacts on these historic resources. 


Lje7 At the stage of this program-level EIR analysis, the exact location and size of the sound 
walls are not known. The approximate areas of required mitigation are shown in the Draft 
Program EIR in Figures 3.10-6 through 3.10-14. Typically, sound walls can be anywhere 
from 5 to 15 feet tall and are most effective when they are located close to the noise source 
or receptor. Generally, they need to extend in each direction at least four times the 
distance between the receptor and wall. The parties responsible for maintenance of the 
sound walls depend in part on the location of the walls. Possible responsible parties may 
include BART, the City of Livermore, and Caltrans. Depending on the specific location of 
the ventilation shafts, shielding can be used to mitigate noise from these shafts. Refer to 
pages 3.3-48 to 3.3-52 for the potential for BART structures and associated facilities to 
divide a community. As discussed, many of the areas where the BART alignments are 
proposed, such as along 1-580 and the UPRR corridor, are already divided by the existing 
transportation corridor, and BART structures and associated sound walls may reinforce this 
separation. 
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117.8 The Draft Program EIR contains a broad, comparative assessment of the degree to which 
each alternative satisfies the corridor-level housing threshold of 3,850 units established by 
MTC’'s Resolution #3434 (page 5-11, paragraph 2). Potential station area housing units for 
the year 2030, as identified in Table 5-4 (page 5-15), are based the number of existing 
(2008) units in each station area combined with housing projections for the City of 
Livermore “Change Area” in which the station is located. “Change Areas” are areas of 
Livermore identified by the City as expected to house much of the City’s future growth 
(page 5-14, paragraph 6). Projections for the number of future units in each “Change 
Area” were calculated during the City of Livermore General Plan EIR process, and 
consider land use policies and plans that define future development in each area. For 
example, the Downtown Specific Plan Change Area, in which the Downtown Livermore 
Station Area is located, is projected to accommodate a maximum of 3,259 additional units 
by 2030, as allowed by residential density and land use designations established in the 
Downtown Specific Plan. Conversely, as shown in Table 5-4 and explained in the text, the 
Greenville East Station area is located partially outside the Urban Growth Boundary and 
contains large amounts of agricultural resources (page 5-16, paragraph 3). Therefore, the 
area contains no housing at present and is not expected to accommodate any new housing 
by 2030. 


Although large amounts of the property in which future TOD is expected to be located is 
vacant, projections of future TOD development are not based entirely on available vacant 
land. For example, housing projections in the Downtown Livermore Station area are based 
on maximum build-out allowed under the Downtown Specific Plan, whose land use policy 
is based on an assessment of “Likely Redevelopment Sites.” These are sites that, at the 
time of plan preparation, were “vacant or assumed to be vulnerable (not developed with a 
use or intensity that allows the highest economic return on the land and therefore 
vulnerable to the market forces that trigger redevelopment)...”°° Please refer also to 
Responses 106.5, 106.6, 106.7, and 106.8 of this document, regarding the TOD potential 
around the Downtown Livermore Station. 


In order to satisfy MTC Resolution #3434 housing density thresholds, and consistent with 
BART’s System Expansion Policy, BART anticipates that the City of Livermore will adopt 
a Ridership Development Plan (RDP) to encourage housing development. The RDP 
strategy development would be funded by the City, and may take the form of a Specific 
Plan, General Plan amendment, zoning code update, or other actions. 


Eminent domain would likely be required to acquire land for BART station development. 
As stated in the Draft Program EIR, land acquisition would be required to accommodate 
BART stations, associated parking, rights-of-way, and maintenance facilities. Under 
Mitigation Measure PH-2.1, property acquisitions would comply with California 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Guidelines. 


60 


City of Livermore, 2004. Downtown Specific Plan. pages 4-2 to 4-3. 
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117.9 The comment refers to new alternative that has been added to the Program EIR. The new 
alternative, Alternative 2b, would be a subway under Portola Avenue to a downtown 
underground station and would continue at grade to a terminus station at Vasco Road. 
Alternative 2b is described in detail in Section 1.4 of this document. The costs and 
ridership of Alternative 2b are not substantially different than the other two-station 
alternatives that also serve Downtown Livermore. For instance, Alternative 2b’s estimated 
cost is $3.83 billion, while the estimated cost for Alternative 2a, which does not have a 
subway but serves the same two stations, is slightly lower at $3.8 billion. Other two- 
station alternatives through downtown (Alternatives 1a, 1b, and 3a) are estimated at 
approximately $3.38 to 3.65 billion. The other two station alternatives that do not serve 
downtown (Alternatives 1, 2) are estimated to cost between $2.92 billion and $3.28 billion. 
Ridership on all of the two-station alternatives is relatively comparable, from a low of 
29,700 to a high of 31,900 daily riders. Accordingly, Alternative 2b is considered a viable 
option, similar to other two-station alternatives serving downtown. The merits of this and 
the other alignment alternatives will be considered by the BART Board during the final 
hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


117510 As noted in this comment, the Downtown Livermore Station would be situated on an 
approximately 27-acre site. However, as noted in Response 117.8 of this document, the 
quantity of future TOD projected for the station area is based on adopted City of Livermore 
land use policy contained in the Downtown Specific Plan (DTSP). The DTSP would 
distribute residential development throughout the approximately 275-acre Downtown 
Specific Plan area. Although this projection represents the existing development potential 
of the downtown area, this potential is much more likely to be fulfilled following 
development of a BART station. BART’s System Expansion Policy calls for the adoption 
of a Ridership Development Plan that includes strategies—such as amending General Plan 
land use map, developing a specific plan, or updating the zoning ordinance—which would 
be used to meet MTC’s specified housing thresholds. As noted in the Draft Program EIR, 
a key reason for developing RDPs is to ensure that future TOD helps fulfill the 
community's design vision (see page 5-12, paragraph 4), including preservation of local 
character. Although Livermore has the discretion to decide what these RDP strategies are, 
it must adopt the strategies before BART will certify a final project-level EIR or MTC will 
authorize project funding. The City of Livermore will be responsible for CEQA review of 
any General Plan amendment, Specific Plan, or zoning changes as part of the RDP process. 


117.41 Please refer to Response 177.10 above, as well as Response 80.2, regarding impacts of the 
Downtown Livermore Station on the City of Livermore’s designation as a Preserve 
America Community. In addition, the Downtown Specific Plan, on which the future TOD 
potential in the Downtown Livermore Station area is based, was approved following 
certification of the 2003 City of Livermore General Plan/Downtown Specific Plan Final 
EIR. This CEQA document identifies and mitigates potentially significant and significant 
environmental impacts of the Plan, including impacts to cultural and/or historic resources. 
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117,12 


Ly,13 


Different techniques for constructing tunnels will be evaluated in detail during preliminary 
engineering in the project-level EIR/EIS phase of the program. There are different costs 
and benefits to both tunneling and cut-and-cover subway construction. Constructing the 
extension in a tunnel under |-580 for the entire length of the alignment would be 
significantly more expensive than construction at grade, even with the need for additional 
right-of-way. An alternative was considered during the preliminary screening of 
alternatives that was in tunnel or below grade and located just to the north of 1-580, but 
within the Caltrans right-of-way. Please refer to the response to Response 103.1. 


A station north of 1-580 near Greenville Road on BART-owned land was considered 
initially in the Draft Program EIR process. The station site north of 1-580 was dropped 
from consideration because it did not provide a direct connection to ACE. The reasons for 
rejecting this site are presented in more detail on page 2-62 of the Draft Program EIR. 
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118.1 


————a 


118.2 


118.3 


118.4 


M1 2 


Letter 118 


To ino@bantolivermore.org 
cc 
bee 


Subject BART to Livermore 


Dear Mr, Quint: 


| am a Livermore Resident and BART to Livermore is long overdue. | appreciate that multiple 
alternatives were brought forth for consideration and that the community is part of the vetting 
process. However, I attended a community feedback session in Livermore a couple of years 
back and it appears that that feedback was not taken in the alternatives for stations. At that time 
the feedback was to keep the stations along the freeway and that feedback was not incorporated. 
Instead more stations and alternatives were presented off the freeway. 


We should be considering BART to Livermore as a business decision. The key criteria are 
ndership and cost. The route that maximizes ridership (est at 31,700 riders) at minimum 
cost ($1.12 Billion) is Alternate 1 along the 580 Freeway with stops at Isabel and 
Greenville Road. This is the route that BART should move forward with. 


Building stations that accomplish the same goals at significantly higher cost is fiscally 
irresponsible. 

The alternatives to the freeway alignment run through Livermore (and some parts of Pleasanton) 
and cost some $2.7 Billion more with no significant increase in ndership, We would not see an 
economic pay back of the $2.7 Billion cost differential. For a period of 10 years that would be 
$270 million per year! 


As a country, state, county and city, we cannot afford additional debt without reasonable 
payback. 


The additional $2.7 Billion, for example, buys a lot of shuttles that can run on regular time seales 
and serve multiple stops. When traveling by BART to San Francisco, | often must take another 
form of transportation there to get to my destination and those San Francisco stations are 
downtown, With $2.7 Billion, for example, we could fully fund Livermore schools which are 
underfunded compared to our neighbors, (Yes, | understand the money comes from different 
budgets, but if | had a choice | would spend it differently than all on BART.) 


Further, the report shows that in all cases of stations off the freeway not enough housing can be 
built to meet the regulatory requirements, So, this is a battle for funding that will still need to be 
fought regardless of station location, 


| also recall that a study was done a couple of years after the Pleasanton station opened. The 
study set out to find why the parking lots were full so early in the momings. The answer came 
back that people were driving to the station to get off of the freeway. This is goodness. Any 
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tation must come with sufficient parking. The Pleasanton station is often unusable after 7:30 
an 7 4] AM due to insufficient parking. Once parking is filled, there is no easy way for riders to 
access the system. Please construct parking in anticipation of the demand. 


A Greenville location also provides intermodal connection with local access. The cost of 
118.5 modifying the train tracks there is far less than the $ 2.7 billion of cost of other station 
alignments. 


Probl ith of —_ 


Other proposed routes are disruptive to existing neighborhoods, especially with tracks at grade 

118.6 | or above ground. The noise and visual effects of trains will detrimentally affect property values.. 
Tunneling would cause disruption during construction while minimizing disruption dunng 
operation, However, this would add to the $3 billion cost for the alternative routes. 


Isabel/Stanley Station 
@ = Traffic is already bad in that location at rush hour, adding a station will make it worse. 


118.7 @ Increased traffic in a residential neighborhood. 
@ Increased noise. The train noise is bad enough and it runs about a dozen times a day, not 
6 to 8 times an hour like BART would. 
Downtown Station 
e@ The so called economic benefits cannot be substantiated and are speculation, For the 
additional cost to be economically justified, the station would need to be responsible for 
$200 million per year to the city for 10 years. 
Additional traffic congestion downtown by those who need to drive to the station. 
@ = Insufficient parking and most residents of Livermore would still need to drive to the 
station. 
Unless the track are underground, noise will be a problem. 
@ This alignment provides essentially the same ndership numbers as the freeway 
alignment. 


118.8 


Saba Lab and residences, This site is unsuitable for a major stop: 
Vasco Road is already crowded at rush hour. 
Insufficient parking, The study points to people living within 1/2 mile walking to the 
station. However, the study fails to look at the street layout. Most existing residences 
are more than 1/2 mile from the station and, as a result, most locals and Livermore 
residents would still need to drive to the station. 
Vasco Road off ramp from 580 will need to be modified to handle additional traffic from 
the freeway, adding cost. 
Increased traffic in a residential neighborhood. 
Increased noise, The train noise is bad enough and it runs about a dozen times a day, not 
6 to 8 times an hour like BART would. 
Adverse affects to property values. 

Cither Stations have many of the same issues listed above. 


Vasco Station 
The proposed Vasco Station is bordered by an industnal section on one side, Lawrence 
118.9 
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Please be fiscally responsible and maximize the benefit by moving forward with Alternate Route 
1 along the 580 Freeway with stops at Isabel and Greenville Road. The ‘economic benefits’ of 

118.10 | the other routes cannot be accurately quantified and most certainly will not add up to the $2.7 
Billion estimated cost differential in any reasonable amount of time. Altemate Route | provides 
the most cost effective solution with the highest number of riders with the least disruption to the 
residents of Livermore. 


Thank you for your consideration. 
Regards, 
Mathew Steinberg 
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Letter 118 Mathew Steinberg 


118.1 


118.2 


118.3 


The Program EIR incorporates a range of alternatives for both alignment and stations, 
resulting from a variety of inputs. Some alignments and station locations are carried 
forward from earlier studies, as noted by the commentor, some are new alignments or 
stations suggested in the public or agency scoping sessions for the Draft Program EIR, and 
one was the result of comments on the Draft Program EIR, which are then incorporated 
into the Final Program EIR. The process for conducting scoping, and then including 
alternatives is documented in the Draft Program EIR in Section 1.6. 


This comment concerns the merits of selecting the lowest cost two-station alternative 
(Alternative 1) as the preferred alternative, and does not concern the adequacy of the Draft 
Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA. Please note that although Alternative 1 
would provide 31,700 new BART riders as cited in the comment, the cost of Alternative 1 
would be $2.92 billion, not the $1.12 billion cited. (Please see Appendix B of the Draft 
Program EIR). The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment 
alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


The comment suggests that insufficient housing can be built for stations off the freeway to 
meet the housing threshold established by MTC Resolution #3434 TOD policy. Meeting 
this threshold requires that, on average, station areas serving a given corridor are able to 
accommodate a minimum of 3,850 units, including existing units (page 5-14, paragraph 3). 
Therefore, a housing deficit around one station of a multi-station corridor does not 
necessarily mean that the corridor will not meet MTC TOD requirements. 


Three of the BART stations assessed in the Draft Program EIR are located off of the 1-580. 
As summarized in Table 5-4 (page 5-15), projected housing potential around two of these 
stations—Isabel/Staniey and Vasco Road—does not meet the MTC Resolution #3434 
housing threshold of 3,850 units, while projected housing around the Downtown Livermore 
Station exceeds the threshold. However, the housing threshold established by MTC 
Resolution #3434 is a corridor-level average. Meeting this threshold requires that, on 
average, station areas serving a given corridor are able to accommodate a minimum of 
3,850 units, including existing units (Draft Program EIR, page 5-14, paragraph 3). On 
this basis, as shown in Draft Program EIR Table 5-4, none of the alternatives, regardless 
of the location of stations served on or off the freeway, were shown to satisfy MTC 
Resolution #3434 policy. A more thorough analysis of the degree to which the preferred 
alternative satisfies the regional policy would be performed during project-level EIR. If it 
is confirmed that the alternative does not satisfy the minimum housing threshold, BART 
anticipates that the City of Livermore would adopt a Ridership Development Plan (RDP), 
consistent with BART and MTC policy, in order for the project to achieve the housing 
threshold and receive MTC approval for funding. See Draft Program EIR Section 5.4, 
Regional Transit-Oriented Development Policies. 
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118.4 


118.5 


118.6 


118.7 


118.8 


118.9 


118.10 


Please refer to M aster Response 2 in this document for a discussion of the assumptions and 
methodology used to develop the ridership forecasts. One key assumption is that the 
amount of parking assumed for the BART stations was not constrained so that the ridership 
forecasts show the actual total demand for parking. The amount of parking provided for 
each station was then assumed to equal the amount of demand (with the exception of the 
Downtown Livermore Station - see M aster Response 5 for more information). 


This comment concerns the merits of selecting the Greenville station site as the intermodal 
connection site. Please note that the estimated cost of an alignment with a Greenville 
Station would range from $2.92 billion to $3.65 billion, depending on the alignment. The 
BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the 
final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


Noise, visual quality, and construction impacts are discussed fully in the Draft Program 
EIR in Sections 3.10, 3.5, and 3.16, respectively. A change in property values, in itself, is 
not considered an environmental impact under CEQA. 


This comment concerns traffic and noise issues at the Isabel/Stanley Station site. Traffic 
and parking issues for arterials and intersections in the vicinity of the station site are 
identified in the Draft Program EIR in Section 3.2, and noise issues are identified in 
Section 3.10. 


This comment concerns traffic, parking, noise, and cost issues at the Downtown Livermore 
Station site. Traffic and parking issues are identified in the Draft Program EIR in Section 
3.2, and noise issues are identified in Section 3.10. A cost comparison of the alternatives 
is provided in Appendix B of the Draft Program EIR. Also, please refer to M aster 
Response 5 of this document, regarding various impacts of the Downtown Livermore 
Station including traffic and parking issues in Downtown Livermore. The total ridership 
for the freeway alignment (Alternative 1) is similar to that for the downtown alignments 
(Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3, and 3a). 


Refer to Response 106.14 regarding the development potential around the Vasco Station. 
Although the number of existing residences and potential for transit-oriented development 
within walking distance may be limited, the Draft Program EIR identifies that the primary 
attraction of the V asco Road Station is its potential to become a popular destination due to 
the large amount of employment in the station area. The remainder of this comment 
concerns traffic, parking, noise, and property value issues at the V asco Road Station site. 
Traffic and parking issues are identified in the Draft Program EIR in Section 3.2, and noise 
issues are identified in Section 3.10. A change in property values, in itself, is not 
considered an environmental impact under CEQA. 


This comment concerns the merits of selecting Alternative 1 as the preferred alternative, 
and does not concern the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with 
CEQA. The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment 
alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 
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119.1 


Letter 119 


gy michelle steward To ino@bantolivermore.org 
Beg eae ae ei anne ce 


12/28/2009 07:17 PM bee 
Subject Comments Re Dralt PEIR 


ote: As I write these comments, I have in front of me the postcard that diagrams the proposed 
alignment and station options. My first reaction is "Too Much!" 


I believe there is only one logical alignment option for BART's extension to Livermore and that 
is on the 1-580 corndor only, with stations at Isabel/I-580 and Greenville East. That will 
accommodate the most nders, with plenty of parking in both areas, with little, if any, 
removal/relocation of homes and businesses. These areas currently have plenty of undeveloped 
land adjacent to 1-580 and can accommodate stations similar to the Dublin/Pleasanton station. 
The Wheels transit service can shuttle people downtown from both stations, possibly adding 
additional service when special events are happening, even advertising the availability of BART 
shuttles to encourage ridership by visitors to our city. For many years my parents rode BART 
from Hayward to Pleasanton then used the shuttle service to attend the Alameda County Fair. 
That was their preferred method of transportation because they could count on the shuttle to 
bring them right to the entrance gate. | think we have well-meaning city council members who 
will push to bring BART to points south of 580 needlessly. It's only two miles from 1-580 to 
downtown Livermore! 


[ have lived in Livermore 22 years. I grew up in Hayward and rode BART opening day to 
downtown Oakland with my family. Staring down at all the Cherryland backyards and San 
Leandro businesses was something I will not forget. I wondered what those unfortunate 
homeowners thought of the BART trains invading their peace and quiet, and the BART riders 
visually invading their privacy. Although I am in favor of BART to Livermore, I am against 
lines and stations anywhere in downtown. I'm again studying your posteard and envisioning 
overhead rail lines on Portola Avenue with the same nagging thought of the noise and degrading 
visual impact, | don't have those thoughts when I envision BART lines running parallel to 1-580 
because that’s the place for it. The ACE train currently nuns through downtown. That is enough. 
We are potentially overloading this city with transit options. 


Livermore's downtown has undergone quite a dramatic change in the last few years. More 
attractions, shopping and wineries have brought more people, happily many on foot, with their 
kids and dogs in tow. Now, that's the kind of Livermore that feels fun and safe, especially in the 
evenings. To add a BART station downtown will effectively remove the small-town feel of 
Livermore for sure! 


Thanks for listening... 


Michelle Steward 
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Letter 119 Michelle Steward 


119.1 


Noise and visual impacts from aerial alignments are analyzed in the Draft Program EIR in 
Sections 3.10 and 3.5, respectively; however, it should be noted that the Portola A venue 
alignment (Alternatives 3 and 2b) is proposed as an underground alignment. The remainder 
of this comment concerns the merits of the alignments and does not concern the adequacy 
of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA. The BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives, including potential noise 
impacts, during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 
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120.1 


120.2 


120.3 


Letter 120 


0 To ino@bantolivermore.org 
01/20/2010 05:14 PM ce 
bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Wednesday, January 20, 2010 at 18:14:22 


First_Name: Muljadi 
Last_Name: Sulistio 
Email: m_sulistio®yahoo.com 


Message: In reading through the summary of the plan, the proposal of going 
through downtown Livermore doesn’t seems to be iogical. 

Livermore is a suburbs, and not many people lives in downtown. Having a BART 
station in & downtown, coupled w/ parking issues in a downtown environment 
would not increase the BART ridership from Livermore. 

People are more interested in getting their commute done quickly, and looking 
at the route, where it had to travel further south to the downtown, thus 
increasing the commute time it not going to be an ideal solutions to many. 
I'd rather to have the BART tracks goes by the 580 hwy, and have a large 
station nearby, to be able to park my car and hopped into the train. 
Livermore should find their own other alternatives to support their downtown 
instead of trying to get other communities to sacrificed their town and lives 
for the sake of Livermore. Livermore can provide a bus from the 580 BART 
station to the downtown, instead of having the train impacting other 
communities. 

Please remember also, that Europe, Japan and other countries w/ successful 
transit are due to their dense population. We do not have that density in 
here. 

I'm also disappointed that Pleazanton was not included in the original plan to 
review these document., even though some of the proposal route would affect 
Pleasanton. 


Regards. 


REMOTE_ADDR: 148.87.19.210 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Windows; U; Windows NT 5.1; en-US) 
AppleWebKit/532.0 (KHTML, like Gecko) Chrome/3.0.195.38 Safari/532.0 
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Letter 120 M uljadi Sulistio 


120.1 


120.2 


120.3 


This comment concerns the merits of a Downtown Livermore Station. The BART Board 
of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives, including potential noise 
impacts, during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. Please see M aster 
Response 5 regarding the impacts of a Downtown Livermore Station. The ridership 
analysis indicates that a downtown station would result in a greater reduction in vehicle 
miles travelled than an alternative with freeways stations, which suggests that there would 
be less out of direction driving by commuters with a downtown station. 


All of the alternatives contemplate bus services reconfigured to serve the new stations; see 
Draft Program EIR page 3.2-132. In addition the ridership estimates include consideration 
of these bus service changes to provide access to the BART stations. 


Pleasanton staff has been apprised of BART project developments throughout the planning 
and environmental process and an additional public hearing was held in Pleasanton to 
receive comments on the Draft Program EIR. Please see responses to Comment L etter 18 
from the City of Pleasanton. 
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0 To ino@bantolivermore.org 
Dae 11/21/2009 11:19 PM ce 
Siseest bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Contact Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Sunday, November 22, 2009 at 00:19:48 


First_Name: Mary 
Last_Name: Travers 
Email: JBond80@acl.com 


121.1] Messege: WHEN was it first discussed/mentioned/planned/stated to put 4 BART 
station at 84 and Isabel??? Was it years ago? 


verifytext: UL9S 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 207.200.116.135 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 7.0; AOL 9.0; Windows NT 6.0; 
GTB6; SLCOCl; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; Media Center PC 5.0; .NET CLR 3.5.30729; .NET 
CLR 3.0.30618) 
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Letter 121 Mary Travers 


121:1 A station site at Isabel/Stanley was included in the prior study “I-580 BART to 
Livermore,” which was published in July 2002. 
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Letter 122 
0 To ino@bantolivermore.org 
11/21/2009 11:02 AM ce 
bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Saturday, November 21, 2009 at 12:02:52 


First_Name: Patricia 
Last Name: Uhlich 
Email: uhlichs@comeast.net 


122.1 Message: I am looking forward to Bart finally coming to Livermore. I've been 
“" [a@ resident for over 28 years. In my opinion I believe the best route for Bart 
is to stay on 580 all the way to Greenville. There could be a station at 
Tsabel and one at Greenville. The people coming from the central valley could 
122.2 | park at the Greenville station. There could be a shuttle from that station 
to the ACE train for those taking public transit. Just think of all the cars 
that would not be traveling down 580. I do not want to see Bart going through 
downtown Livermore. You don’t see Bart going through downtown Pleasanton or 
122.3 Dublin. I believe it would bring in more opportunities for crime in our city. 
= Livermore would then lose that omall town feel. We definitely don't need any 
more housing out here. Look at what hae happened in Dublin. I believe there 
122.4 | would be plenty of riders just having Bart follow the 580 median. Thank you 
for the opportunity to express my views. 


REMOTE ADDR: 98.207. 34.130 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Macintosh: U; PFC Mac OS X 10.4117 en) 
AppleWebKit/531.21.8 (KHTML, like Gecko) Version/4.0.4 Safari/531.21.10 
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Letter 122 Patricia Uhlich 


122.1 


122.2 


122.3 


122.4 


This comment supports an alignment along the 1-580 corridor and stations at Isabel/|-580 
and Greenville. The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment 
alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


The Greenville East Station has been designed to provide a stop for the ACE train, no 
shuttle would be necessary. Parking at the Greenville Station and projected traffic on 1-580 
are discussed in the Draft Program EIR in Section 3.2, Transportation. 


Please refer to Master Response 6 of this document, regarding the relationship of BART 
stations and crime. 


As discussed in the Draft Program EIR, Section 5.4, MTC Resolution #3434 would require 
additional residential development around station sites in order to justify funding for a 
BART extension to Livermore. Growth-inducing impacts of the alignment alternatives are 
discussed beginning on page 4-4 of the Draft Program EIR. The analysis concluded that 
the BART to Livermore extension would not directly foster population of housing growth, 
but would indirectly and adversely result in potential growth-related impacts in the project 
corridor and would indirectly and positively contribute to smart growth patterns in the 
project corridor. 
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BART to Livermore Extension Program 
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Comments 


Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions concerning the Draft PEIR of the BART to 
Livermore Extension. (Name and contact Information optional.) 


Name (please print): CALL WALTER _ Organization/Business: Vos 
Address; G27 Rawef( Lu ciy Pe, fen _ State: CA 7p: 706 € 
Phone: - BEF a Email: Cen hiv d fay a ate Ae Cots put 


COMMENTS / QUESTIONS: 


= = BART to Livermore Extension Program 
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Letter 123 Carl Walter 


123.1 The commentor suggests a station at Livermore Avenue along |-580. A station in this 
general location would duplicate service provided either the Isabel/l-580 Station or a 
terminus station at Greenville, and BART determined that stations at Isabel/Il-580 and 
Greenville Road would serve the market better than one at Livermore A venue. 
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Letter 124 


lecember 8, 2009 


Memo Re: BART Extension to Livermore 
Attention Please: Malcom Quint, BART PLANNING DEPARTMENT 


For many years | have been visualizing the benefits and determents (technical 
problems) of bringing BART to our downtown Livermore. I've looked at a lot of 
options including just the freeway option. I've owned property in downtown 
Livermore. My primary interest lies in seeing a successful 2500 seat performing 
arts center, which is the real soul of the community, | never thought or 
anticipated this opportunity to contribute ideas for BART might arise again after 
the city last closed off consideration of such an option and pushed the freeway 
plan forward as our “official” position a couple of years back. Bringing BART 
downtown — underground — is our once in a lifetime chance to do this right. Bring 
it and place it underground through Livermore’s residential areas and downtown 
Core with stops along the way (see attached schematic). Resurface the line 
somewhere after before North Mines Road. 


BART brought to the downtown within a safe, well lighted, busy, short 
pedestrian-friendly corridor of walking, will benefit the new larger regional 
performing arts center. It is important we capitalize on public transportation to 
the extent possible to support this performing arts center with its new 2500+- seat 
forum. 


There is a community preference for low profile buildings in our downtown, over 
towering shadow-casters and windy eddies around lonely sky-scapes surrounded 
in sterile concrete. We are not even comfortable with advice from our own 
downtown core consultants, Freedman, Tung, & Bottemley whe tell us, | 
paraphrase: “If you ask us, we will push as much residential into as many 
buildings as you can politically tolerate, into the downtown. .... so you guys here 
in Livermore set the limits, Don't ask us to set the limits.” Livermore likes lower 
profile buildings in the downtown or taller buildings with visual set-backs to 
reduce the apparent height, which we tend to limit under 60° no matter what. 


We continuously demonstrate in public hearings we harbor emotional limits on 
the height of structures we crect and their density, so keeping lower profiles is 
better for the calming of our spirits. Therefore, build low impact stations (non- 
commuter oriented) in the core downtown area to support our regional 
performing arts center. Plan a higher impact, New Metro-Center on about 100+- 
Acres of under utilized properties (see schematic attached page) on the triangle 
bounded by our major traffic carriers; (A) First Street, (B) North Mines Road, 
and the (C) Railroad Right-of-Way, 


Place BART lines underground as you approach the residential areas of 
Livermore coming in from Pleasanton and Dublin. Resurface somewhere in the 
100+- Acre, New Metro-Center. 

REALITY CHECK NO, 1: 


(A) People take BART to San Francisco dressed up for their events they 
are attending downtown SF. 
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(B) People do not dress up for an event, take BART to the middle of a 
freeway, then ride a public bus to an event, 


REALITY CHECK NO. 2: 


(A) What about tunneling costs? Ask Bechtel Tudor Brinkehoff about 


their Berkeley tunneling for BART. 


(B) A tunneling engineer | met told me that tunneling engineering has 

become so well developed (since the days that Bechtel Tudor 

Brinkerhoff built BART) that it is the cheapest way to build routes. | 
124.2 defer to the engineers on this important point. 


(C) Consider what was done in Disneyland at their new California Hotel, 
Consult the designers and consultants that did the promenade all in 


commercial, all low profile,(click link:) between the Hotels and 
California Adventure Land ... it is a bustling, open air entertainment and 


outdoor shopping mall. 


This New Metro-Center is quite adequate to receive, park, and serve high 
volumes of traffic; vehicle, bus-transfer, Bart Rail, to a master planned, facility. 
Importantly such a plan transfers the fear of BART noise and visual BART 
pollution from our downtown and residential neighborhoods, where the 
community of Livermore continuously expresses a strong preference to maintain 
low profile buildings (under 60-feet), with larger visual sky-scapes. 


Dana and Gloria Warren 
2175 First St. 
Livermore, CA 94551 
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Letter 124 Dana and Gloria Warren 


124.1 Please refer to Response 68.1 of this document. 
124.2 Please refer to Response 68.2 of this document. 
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Letter 125 


“Jon wa To into@bartolivermore.org 
<jrwasil com> a 
11/25/2009 11:47 AM ee 

Please respond to 

silausky@yahoo.com _] Subject Livermore extension 


As a resident of livermore I am excited and concerned about bart coming to 
livermore. 
I think most residents want bart to come and look forward to seing the trains 
in the future. 
I would be in favor of the alignment option that provides access arm the least 
impact to residents. 
In viewing the alignment options it appears that the one through portola ave 
would do this. This option seems to provide access to downtown livermore, but 
125.1 at the same time limits the impact on residential noise. 
I believe that a downtown station would also see more use than a station off 
84 and bart would not have to staff an additional station and deal with issues 
that arise from having 4 station in a residential area. 
I am unable to attend the meeting on dec 2nd. Is there 4 way to hear the 
125.2 | results of thie meeting? 
Thanks in advance for your consideration 
Jon Wasilausky 
Livermore resident 
Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry 
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Letter 125 J on Wasilausky 


125.1 This comment concerns the merits of an alignment along Portola Avenue and a downtown 
station. The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment 
alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. Noise impacts of the 
alignment alternatives are addressed in Section 3.10, Noise and Vibration, of the Draft 
Program EIR. 


125.2 All comments on the project, both written and those made at the public meetings, are 
presented in this document. See Section 5 of this document, Responses to Oral Comments 
on the Draft Program EIR, for transcripts of the three meetings. 
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Letter 126 


“Chuck Weir" To <info@bantolivermore.ceg> 
<cweir@oakleywater.com> a 
12/26/2009 01:53 PM ae 


Subject BART to Livermore 


Mr, Quint, 


Please consider this just an informal question or two. There is no need to make this part of the EIR 
comment record. | may decide to provide comments, but just wanted to understand the project and 
alternatives better first. | will likely attend the public hearing in Pleasanton on January 6, 2010. 


| have briefly reviewed the project alternatives, presentation to the PWG, and Section 5.0 Program Merits. 
126.1 | What is not clear to me is how much money is really available now, The alternatives range from $1.12 to 

3.8B, which is a huge range. In my view, the preferred altemative(s) will greatly depend on the funds that 

are available. 

Can you provide some information on this? 

Thanks, 


Chuck Weir 
cweir@oakleywater.com 
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Letter 126 Chuck Weir 


126.1 Approximately $80 to 100 million dollars currently is available for the acquisition of right- 
of-way. Additional funding for construction of the project has not been identified. Please 
see M aster Response 8 for a discussion of project funding. 
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avd Wiihrer> 


January i9, 2010 


Mr. Maicolm Quint BART fax 510-464-7673 ; page | of 2 


is already the home of over 200,000 people. So far we have the noise 
impacts on a 24/7 basis of a major freeway with the many thousands of 
cars and trucks unregulated as to their noise pollution and only 
partially regulated as te air pollution. Also 24/7 railroad and a 
24/7 airport trying to become a jetport. The power company 
subsidizes the running of pool pumps during our sleeping hours. Our 
small valley like the Los Angeles Basin is subject to thermal 
inversion resulting in bad air days and increased noise pollution. 
Our small valley covld be Likened to a good hearted woman who is 
deserving of care. 


A very important key environmental factor is noise. Our small valley 
127.1 


a demonstration of BART'S noise should be made first for the people 
of Livermore and Pleasanton as a part of a complete EIR report. BART 
should retain the expertise of an experienced and independent 
acoustical consultant to first make recordings of the grade and 
aerial BART trains in San Leandro and Oakland. Then the recordings 
should be played for 3 days, as the train schedules, sequentially at 
the worst locations of all 9 of the alignment alternatives. There 
should be 2 to 4 loadspeaker locations on each route depending on its 
length with 360 degree noise coverage. The standards and protocols 
of ASTM should be followed. This procedure will be very prudent 
before more valuable time and money are wasted on wild goosechases 
ver the years. 


in your November 18 and January 6 meetings I made the suggestion that 
127.2 


residential and fragile valley but rather in one of the bay area 
industrial sections. A major objective is to improve our valley and 


A maintenance yard for BART does not belong in our primarily 
ot to screw it up after our 46 year $260 million wait for BART. 


additional cost and time of underground trains if such is feasible in 
our earthquake zone? Even the majority of the speakers from 
Livermore at the meeting who favor downtown indicated a preference 
for underground as quieter. However, given that, they are in the 
minority as a vote would confirm. 


Your BART website indicates that your 3.2 mile extension in Oakland 
will create or support over 13,000 jobs. Our 5.2 mile extension to 
Isabel on 580 will create even more jobs which are desparately needed 


= $1.12 to $3.8 billion alternates do not include the massive 
EE Alternate 4 is shovel ready for stimulus money. 


work took me to Manhattan. I drove to Weehawken and then took the 
Park and Ride bus through the Lincoin Tunnel to Manhattan and 
connected with the subway system, The parking was free and secure 
and the fare competitive. Why isn't this duplicated from Land rich 
Tracy to our existing BART station in the valley? It could be 


Forty years ago we lived in Cedar Grove, New Jersey. Some days my 
127.6 
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implemented in several months with reduced freeway traffic, 
127.6 | pollution, wasted time and gasoline consumption plus increased fare 
cont, | Tevenues. Some day BART may be powered by the electricity generated 
by solar and wind in the hills between here and Tracy. 


A few years prior to 1970 we lived in the Queens Borough of New York 
127.7 City. The rentals and house prices were higher the further you were 
“"*")T located from the noisy elevated (aerial) IRT trains. Downtown BART 
in Livermore would make 4 few people very rich at the expense of 
thousands of the present homeowners. Many aerial train tracks have 
been torn down. Been there, done that. 


California's great Cental Valley is severely depressed and improved 
transportation will help to make California more competitive and 
solvent. The importation of petroleum must be reduced. Time must be 
127.8 | saved for many thousands of Californians. A positive impact should 
be made on our environment sooner rather than later! Let us not 
continue to kick the can down the road for the 10 to 25 years 
estimated by BART Director McPartland in the November 18 meeting. 


David M. Williams 
1560 Kings i) j Avenue 
Livermore, “34550 
tel. 925-44/-/428 
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127.4 The existing conditions portion of the Noise and Vibration section of the Draft Program 
EIR, starting on page 3.10-1 describes the existing noise sources and levels in the area. 
The dominant source of noise is traffic from major freeways and roadways. The proposed 
alternatives will increase noise levels as described in the Draft Program EIR. Some 
locations, especially those near Downtown Livermore, may experience significant noise 
levels as a result of the proposed alternatives. Various noise mitigation measures as 
outlined under NO-1.1 on page 3.10-53 (sound walls for example) would be implemented 
to reduce noise levels from the BART trains. However, sufficient information is not 
available under this program-level analysis to conclude with certainty that this mitigation 
would reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels in Livermore, and noise from BART 
Operations is considered a potentially significant and unavoidable impact. Mitigation 
measures would be examined in more detail in the project-level EIR to determine if impacts 
can be further reduced. The existing conditions of the Air Quality section of the Draft 
Program EIR, starting on page 3.11-1 describes the existing air quality in the region. As 
noted in Section 3.11, the BART extension would result in reduced vehicle miles travelled 
on roadways within the region, and therefore, less associated air emissions. 


127.2 The noise analysis uses established methods outlined in the Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA) Guidance on evaluating noise and vibration impacts, to assess potential noise 
impacts to nearby sensitive receptors. These methods are based on both theoretical and 
empirical data. The one deviation from the FTA Guidance is the use of a reference noise 
level specifically for the BART trains. In February 2003, noise measurements were taken 
from BART cars traveling at 80 mph.® Based on these noise measurements, BART- 
specific reference noise levels were derived. Following the FTA Guidance together with 
BART specific noise data, the noise impacts can be reasonably assessed without the need to 
broadcast sound using loudspeakers. 


127.3 This comment concerns the merits of the proposed maintenance yards. BART operations 
on the Dublin/Pleasanton line would require a maintenance yard near the terminus of the 
extension, for both train storage and maintenance, for each of the two-station alternatives. 
BART has other maintenance yards in other sectors of the system, but each of those yards 
has limited capacity for additional vehicles. In additional, the travel time between those 
yards and proposed Livermore stations would make vehicle storage and maintenance in 
yards outside the Tri-Valley area time-consuming and inefficient. See M aster Response 8 
regarding project funding and Livermore’s contribution to funding. The BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to 
select a preferred alternative. 


81 HMMH. Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment for BART Warm Springs Extension Project, February 


2003. 
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127.5 


127.6 


12757 


127.8 


Alternative 2b and Alternative 3 include a subway alignment along Portola and Junction 
Avenues, and the cost estimates, $3.83 and $3.47 billion respectively, include the subway. 
Geological hazards associated with a subway alignment were evaluated in Section 3.7 in the 
Draft Program EIR for Alternative 3, and subway construction was determined to be 
feasible. BART received many comments both supporting and opposing the downtown 
alternatives. 


The comment supports Alternative 4 — Isabel/l-580 as an economic stimulus project. The 
number of construction jobs and construction-related jobs has not been calculated, though 
as noted in Table 3.16-1 on page 3.16-5 of the Draft Program EIR, construction duration 
could last from approximately 3 years and 9 months to 7 years and 4 months, depending on 
the alternative selected. 


There are bus transit services that originate in San Joaquin County, such as San Joaquin 
Regional Transit District and the M odesto Area Express, which provide connecting service 
to BART in Alameda County. See page 3.2-18 and 3.2-19 of the Draft Program EIR. 


The noise impacts of the various BART alignments are discussed in Section 3.10, Noise 
and Vibration, of the Draft Program EIR. As described in the Draft Program EIR, there 
could be significant and unavoidable impacts related to noise along portions of the at-grade 
or aerial alignments. A change in property values, in itself, is not considered an 
environmental impact under CEQA. 


The Draft Program EIR discusses the benefits of transportation improvements for each of 
the alignment alternatives; see Table 5-1. As noted on page 3.15-14 and 3.15-15 of the 
Draft Program EIR, all the extension alternatives provide a net reduction in the 
consumption of petroleum for transportation energy. No timeline has been established for 
the construction of the extension, which will depend on the availability of funding. 
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Section 4 
Responses to Written Comments 
on the Draft Program EIR 


This section contains each comment letter and written responses to the individual comments in each 
letter. Specific comments have been bracketed and enumerated in the margin of the letter. Responses 
to each of these comments follow each letter in Section 4. Each commentor has been assigned a 
discrete comment letter number, as listed in Section 2. For the most part, the responses provide 
explanatory information or additional discussion of text in the Draft Program EIR. In some instances, 
the response supersedes or supplements the text of the Draft Program EIR for accuracy or clarification. 
New text that has been added to the Draft Program EIR is indicated with underlining. Text that has 
been deleted is indicated with strikethrough, 
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United States Department of the Interior 


FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Sacramento Pish and Wildlife Office 
2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2605 
Sacramento, California 95825-1846 


In Reply Refer To: 


81420-2009-TA-0178-1 JAN 1:2 2010 


Mr. Matcolm Quint 

BART Planning Department 
300 Lakeshore Drive 
Oakland, California 94612 


Subject: Comments on the BART to Livermore Extension Draft Environmental Impact 
Report, Alameda County, California 


Dear Mr. Quint: 


This letter represents the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (Service) comments on the San 
Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District’s (BART) BART to Livermore Extension Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) in the City of Dublin, Alameda County, California, The 
program level DEIR evaluates a No Build alternative and nine alignment alternatives and is 
intended to consider the environmental effects of these different alignments and cnable BART to 
select a preferred altcrnative. At issue are effects to the federally threatened California red- 
legged frog (Rana aurora draytonti) and proposed critical habitat, California tiger salamander, 
vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynehi) and its critical habitat and the endangcred 
palmate-bracted bird's-beak (Cordylanthus palmatus) and San Joaquin kit fox (Vulpes macrotis 
mutica). Our comments are provided under the authority of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, 
as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) (Act). 


BART is proposing to extend transit service into eastern Alamcda County from its existing 
Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station within and adjacent to the Interstate 580 (1-580) right-of-way, 
past the cities of Dublin and Pleasanton city limits and on to a terminus station in the City of 
Livermore. Altemative 1-Greenville East alignment would follow the median of 1-580, include 
an intermediate station at Isabel/I-580 on 51 acres on both sides of 1-580, and continue to a 
terminus station at Greenville Road just south of 1-580, Alternative ! includes anew BART 
maintenance/storage facility, Greenville Yard, that would be constructed on an approximately 
120-acre site north of 1-580 and northwest of the proposed Greenville East Station, The 
Alterative la -Downtown-Greenville East via Union Pacific Railroad altemative would 
originate at the existing Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station and move eastward within the median 
of I-580, veer southeast along El Charro Road, into the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) right-of- 
way, and then north to the proposed Greenville East Station, This alternative also includes the 
Greenville Yard, Alternative 1b- Downtown-Greenville East via Southern Pacific Railroad 


TAKE PRIDE§e= ? 
AMERICAS 
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would have the same alignment and elements described above for Alternative la, except that the 
segment between the proposed Downtown Livermore Station and a terminus at Greenville East 
would be in the former Southern Pacific Railroad (SPRR) right-of-way. The departure from the 
UPRR right-of-way cast of downtown Livermore would occur near the intersection of Mines 
Road. Alternative 2- Las Positas would follow the median of [-580, include an intermediate 
station at Isabel/I-580, then diverge southeasterly along Las Positas Road, toward central 
Livermore, to the UPRR right-of-way, at which point the aligament would be in the UPRR right- 
of-way to a terminus station at the existing Vasco Road Altamont Commuter Express (ACE) 
Station, A new BART yard, Vasco Yard, would be constructed on an approximately 52-acre site 
east of the Vasco Road Station. Alternative 2a - Downtown-Vasco would have the same 
alignment and elements described above for Alternatives 1a and 1b, between the existing end of 
track at the Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station and the proposed Downtown Livermore Station. 
Altermative 2a would include a Downtown Livermore Station, a terminus station at Vasco Road 
and Vasco Yard, The Altermative 3- Portola alignment would follow the median of 1-580, 
include an intermediate station at Isabel/I-580, then diverge from the 1-580 corridor at Airway 
Boulevard, transition to Portola and Junction Avenucs to a terminus station adjacent to the 
existing downtown Livermore ACE Station. Alternative 3a- Railroad would follow the same 
route as Alternatives 1a, 1b, and 2a from the Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station eastward in the I- 
580 median, along El Charro Road, to the UPRR right-of-way; however, this alternative would 
terminate adjacent to the existing downtown Livermore ACE Station. The Alternative 4- 
Isabel/1-S80 alignment would be constructed within the median of 1-580 to a terminus station 
immediately cast of the proposed Isabel Avenue overpass/interchange. The Alternative 5- 
Quarry alignment would follow the median of 1-580 and diverge from the I-S80 corridor at El 
Charro Road, and procecd southeasterly to the UPRR right-of-way, at which point the alignment 
would be in the UPRR right-of-way to a terminus station west of the Isabel Avenue (State Route 
84) and Stanley Boulevard intersection. 


We have the following comments on Section 3.9 Biological Resources of the DEIR: 


11 1. The DEIR fails to address project effects on the federally endangered San Joaquin kit fox. 
The project is located in the northem portion of the range for the San Joaquin kit fox and 
recorded occurrences are adjacent to the project, 


12 2. The DEIR does not discuss proposed critical habitat for the California red-legged frog. 
Alternatives 1, la, and tb will affect portions of the proposed critical habitat Unit CCS-2 
and should be addressed, 


3. We disagree that the project area docs not provide a major or local wildlife corridor. The 
area under the [-580 overpass cast of Greenville Road is a movement corridor for San 
1.3 Joaquin kit foxes and other animals. The alternatives |, la, and Lb will essentially block 
the corridor and have increased human disturbance and should be considered significant. 
Arroyo las Positas also provides a local movement corridor under I-S80 for California 
red-legeed frogs and other species. The Arroyo las Positas corridor will be affected by 
the proposed Isabel/I-580 station proposed in Altermatives 1, 2, 3, and 4. 
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4. Alternatives |, 1a, and 1b have the most significant adverse affects for listed specics, The 
Greenville East Station and Yard will essentially destroy one of the last remaining 
movement corridors for the endangered San Joaquin kit fox, as well as, remove denning 
and foraging habitat. Additionally it will result in a loss of 8% of vernal pool fairy 
shrimp critical habitat, aquatic and upland habitat for California tiger salamanders and 
California red-legged frogs. The affects to San Joaquin kit foxes were not analyzed in the 
DEIR. The DEIR fails to provide detailed measures to compensate for affects to the 

14 listed species that were analyzed, 


5. The proposed Greenville Yard maintenance facility north of 1-580 and east of Laughlin 
Road is within proposed critical habitat Unit CCS-2 for the California red-legged frog 
and designated critical habitat Unit 19C for the vernal pool fairy shrimp. The Greenville 
Yard proposal will affect 113 acres representing 8% of critical habitat unit 19C; however, 
the DEIR states that loss will be mitigated to less than significant. That mitigation is not 
specified and it is unclear how it can be concluded as mitigated to less than significant. 


6. The Mitigation Measures presented do not minimize or mitigate for the specific proposed 
impacts to less than significant. Applying for and obtaining permits represents 
compliance with the appropriate State and federal laws, and docs not constitute a 
mitigation measure. Additionally consulting with the resources agencies and surveying 
for special status species should not be considered a mitigation measure that will reduce 
the project impacts to less than significant, The DEIR should provide specific feasible 
measures that will mitigate the project to the Icss than significant determination, It is 
understood that the DEIR is a program level document; however, mitigation measures 
should be specific cnough to explain how BART can affect specific amounts of habitat or 
individuals and reach a less than significant determination. The document its current 
form is unclear how the Mitigation Measures will reach this determination as the majority 

1.5 of the Measures consist of complying with environmental regulations which do not 
necessarily reduce or compensate for the specific effects. The Mitigation Measure for 
vernal pool fairy shrimp critical habitat is an excellent example. There are no specifics 
on how the impacts to 8% of the critical habitat unit will mitigated to less than significant 
(c.g. how much habitat will be preserved, will habitat be preserved within the same unit 
that is impacted, protections, enhancements, monitoring?). 


All of the alignments have the potential for take of listed species from infrastructure construction 
and inercased human disturbance. Section 9 of the Act prohibits the take of any federally listed 
animal species by any person subject to the jurisdiction of the United States and prohibits the 
removal and reduction to possession of listed plants or the malicions damage of listed plants on 
areas subject to the jurisdiction of the United States or in non-federal areas in violation of State 
law or regulation. As defined in the Act, take is defined as “.,.to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, 
shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or attempt to engage in any such conduct,” “Harm 
has been further defined to include habitat destruction when it injures or kills a listed species by 
interfering with essential behavioral patterns, such as breeding, foraging, or resting. Thus, not 
only is the red-legged frog protected from such activities as collecting and hunting, but also from 
actions that cause their death or injury through damage or destruction of their habitat. The term 
“person” is defined as “...an individual, corporation, partnership, trust, association, or any other 
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cont. - . ° . 
private entity; or any officer, employee, agent, department, or instrumentality of the Federal 
government, of any State, municipality, or political subdivision of a State, or any other entity 
subject to the jurisdiction of the United States.” 


Take incidental to an otherwise lawful activity may be authorized by one of two procedures. Ifa 
Federal agency is involved with the permitting, funding, or carrying out of the project and a listed 
species is going to be adversely affected, then initiation of formal consultation between that 
agency and the Service pursuant to section 7 of the Act is required. Such consultation would 
result in a biological opinion addressing the anticipated effects of the project to the listed species 
and may authorize a limited level of incidental take, Ifa Federal agency is not involved in the 
project, and federally listed species may be taken as part of the project, then an incidental take 
permit pursuant to section 10(a)(1)(B) of the Act should be obtained, The Service may issue 
such a permit upon completion of a satisfactory conservation plan for the listed species that 
would be taken by the project. 


The Service strongly recommends removing Alternatives 1, 1a, and 1b from consideration due to 
significant adverse affects to listed species and their critical habitats from the proposed 
Greenville Yard and Greenville East Station. We are concemed over the potential adverse 
effects to multiple species within these proposed alignments and infrastructure, Additionally, the 
DEIR has not demonstrated that it is feasible to mitigate all of the potentially significant impacts 
of the project to a less than significant level. However, given the information provided, we 
believe the No Build, 3a, and 5 Alternatives have the least amount of adverse affects to listed 
species. 


This concludes our comments on the BART to Livermore Extension Project DEIR, Please 
address any questions or concems regarding these comments and recommendations to Kim 
Squires, Senior Endangered Species Biologist or Ryan Olah, Coast Bay Branch Chief, at 
(916) 414-6600. 


Sincerely, 


( if 7 tn ies > 


Chris N gano 
Division Chief, Endangered Species Program 
oe: 


Marcia Grefsrud, California Department of Fish and Game, Yountville, California 
Brian Wines, San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board, Oakland, California 
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Letter 1 United States Department of the Interior: Fish and Wildlife Services, 
Endangered Species Program 


11 During preparation of the Draft Program EIR, BART completed a programmatic evaluation 
of impacts on special status species (See page 3.9-13). Based on a review of the historical 
distribution and the lack of kit fox sign (i.e. tracks, scat, and burrows) during 
reconnaissance surveys, BART concluded that the BART extension alternatives were 
unlikely to adversely impact the San J oaquin kit fox (SJKF). Notably, all of the extension 
alternatives would traverse areas that are currently urban, industrial, and previously 
disturbed, or affect land uses that are incompatible with kit fox ecology within the cities of 
Dublin, Pleasanton, and Livermore. The Greenville Y ard, which is proposed under three 
of the alternatives, contains grassland that could provide foraging habitat for the S)KF; 
however, no evidence of suitable burrows was found in the study area during field surveys 
conducted for the BART extension alternatives. For these reasons, extensive analysis and 
supporting data were not included in the Draft Program EIR itself. However, in response 
to the comment, the following analysis provides the information that supports BART's 
conclusion that the BART extension alternatives are unlikely to impact the S| KF. 


Study Area. Section 3.9, Biological Resources, defines the study area for purposes of 
analyzing biological impacts, as those areas where any permanent feature is proposed 
together with a 500-foot buffer from the centerline of the proposed BART tracks, yards, 
and station areas (see page 3.9-1, paragraph 1). The 500-foot buffer was defined to ensure 
that resources directly adjacent to the BART extension alternatives were included in 
biological assessments. In addition, special-status species sightings identified outside of the 
study area, listed in the CNDDB, were mapped (see Draft Program EIR Figure 3.9-3, page 
3.9-15) to address potential indirect effects on these sensitive resources, as described in the 
Draft Program EIR (see page 3.9-1, paragraph 1). 


San Joaquin Kit Fox. The San Joaquin Kit Fox (SJKF) is federally listed as an 
endangered species, and State-listed as a threatened species. The SJKF currently inhabit 
suitable habitat in the San J oaquin V alley and in surrounding foothills of the Coast Ranges, 
Sierra Nevada, and Tehachapi Mountains; southern Kern County to the north; Contra 
Costa, Alameda, and San Joaquin counties to the west; and near La Grange, Stanislaus 
County, to the east. The SJKF occur in a variety of habitats, including grasslands, 
scrublands, vernal pool areas, alkali meadows and playas, and an agricultural matrix of 
row crops, irrigated pastures, orchards, and vineyards. 


The SJKF has been reported in five occurrences within 5 miles of the BART extension 
alternatives, as indicated in Table 4-1. 
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Table 4-1 
California Department of Fish and Game CNDDB Recorded 
Occurrences for San J oaquin K it Fox 


Occurrence No. Element Date Distance to Study Area 
43 1989-06-X X 1.96 miles 
58 2002-08-20 3.4 miles 
559 198X -X X-X X 5.42 miles 
1031 1975-07-X X 1.7 miles 
1035 1975-07-X X 5.6 miles 
Source: CNDDB, 2008. 


Note: 
X = Unknown date. 


Occurrence No. 43 was reported from 1989. The area where this occurrence was recorded is 
approximately 1.96 miles east of the proposed Vasco Y ard, and the area was described as a 
“hillside pasture dominated by non-native grasses with other plant species.” The surrounding 
area is comprised of grazed pasture. Three homes have been subsequently built in the area just 
northwest and southeast of this record. 


Occurrence No. 58 was recorded approximately 3.4 miles northeast of the Greenville Road 
underpass at 1-580, and approximately 0.6 miles east of Brushy Peak. This occurrence is 
the most recent record for the SJKF in the vicinity of the study area. The habitat was 
described as non-native grassland, with scattered oak trees and abundant rock 
outcroppings. Surrounding land uses included cattle ranching and a wind energy farm. A 
residence is present less than 0.2 miles southeast of this record. Several rolling hills 
separate this occurrence from the Greenville Road and I-580 intersection. 


Occurrence No. 559 is located 5.42 miles northeast of the Greenville Road underpass. 
This occurrence was recorded in the early 1980s. Occurrence data are from Hall and 
Frank (1983).1_ The only information provided for this record is “one den was observed 
during survey that observed 51 dens and 8 foxes within this area.” There are several 
barriers to migration from this occurrence area to the study area and migration is thought to 
be limited, because this occurrence is separated from the BART to Livermore Extension 
study area by the Altamont Landfill, the South Bay Aqueduct, and several roads crossing 
the wind turbine arrays and there is suitable foraging habitat nearby when compared to the 
study area. Occurrence No. 1031 is the closest occurrence to any of the BART extension 
alternatives. This occurrence was reported 1.7 miles north of the intersection of 1-580 and 
Tassajara Road. This occurrence was observed during the mid 1970s. The source of this 


1 Hall, F. A. Jr. 1983. Status of the San Joaquin kit fox, Vulpes macrotis mutica, at the Bethany Wind Turbine 
generating (WTG) project site, Alameda County, California. Calif. Dept. of Fish and Game, Final Report, 
Bay-Delta Fish Project, Sacramento, CA. 
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occurrence is from Morrell (1975).* The location is described as being in “San Ramon, 
near Tassajara Creek Regional Park.” This occurrence is separated from the BART 
extension alternatives by extensive urban development. 


Occurrence No. 1035 is located 5.6 miles east of the proposed Vasco Yard. This 
occurrence was observed “sometime from 1972 through July 1975.” The data source is 
Morrell (1975).? No additional data are provided about this occurrence. 


In addition to reviewing the CNDDB, a literature review was conducted, including a 
review of the Bell et al. (1994),* Smith et al. (2006),° and Clark et al. (2007).° Bell et al. 
(1994), Distribution and Abundance of San Joaquin Kit Fox, records additional S| KF 
historical sightings in the northeastern part of Alameda County. The report further stated 
that no S| KF were detected within the surveyed areas during the F ebruary-September 1993 
survey period, even in areas with historical S)KF sightings and suitable habitat. The 
surveys used track plates and spotlighting from a slow moving vehicle. One area that the 
authors surveyed was the Altamont Pass Road, which is just east of the Greenville Road 
underpass. No S|KF were detected, although the authors were only able to survey nine out 
of the 21 survey planned areas due to access restrictions. 


Smith et al. (2006), Relative Abundance of Endangered San J oaquin Kit Foxes (Vulpes 
macrotis mutica) Based on Scat-Detection Dog Surveys, used a trained detection dog to 
survey for kit fox, red fox, and gray fox scat on properties in eight counties in the San 
Joaquin Valley. These surveys were followed by species identification based on genetic 
analysis of DNA extracted from collected scat. The scat searches were conducted 
opportunistically from May 31, 2001 to February 25, 2003. In the northern range of the 
survey area, which encompasses the BART to Livermore Extension Program study area, 
Smith et al. (2006) surveyed 213 kilometers (132.35 miles) on 24 properties. Fox scats 
were located in Alameda and San Joaquin counties. DNA was isolated from 16 of 32 scats 
collected in Alameda County and from the one scat collected in San Joaquin County; the 
results indicated that all of the 17 scat samples came from red fox. Table 4-2 summarizes 
the properties surveyed for scats of SJKF, red fox, and gray fox. 


2 Morrell, S. H. 1975. San J oaquin kit fox distribution and abundance in 1975. Calif. Dept. of Fish and Game, 
Wildl. Manage. Branch, Admin. Report 75-3, Sacramento, CA. 

3 Morrell, S. H. 1975. San J oaquin kit fox distribution and abundance in 1975. Calif. Dept. of Fish and Game, 
Wildl. Manage. Branch, Admin. Report 75-3, Sacramento, CA. 27 pages. 

* Bell, H.M., J.A. Alvarez, L.L. Eberhardt, and K. Ralls. 1994. Distribution and Abundance of San J oaquin 
Kit Fox. Draft Final Report to the Department of Fish and Game. M arch 31. 

> Smith D. A., K. Ralls, B. L. Cypher, H. O. Clark, Jr., P. A. Kelly, D. F. Williams and J. E. Maldonado. 
2006. Relative Abundance of Endangered San Joaquin Kit Foxes (Vulpes macrotis mutica) Based on Scat- 
Detection Dog Surveys. The Southwestern Naturalist, Vol. 51, No. 2 (Jun.), pp. 210-219. 

6 Clark, H. O. Jr., R. R. Duke, M. C. Orland, R. T. Golightly, and S. I. Hagen. 2007. The San Joaquin Kit 
Fox in North-Central California: A Review. in Transactions of the Western Section of the Wildlife Society 
43:27-36. 
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Table 4-2 
Summary of Properties Surveyed in Alameda C ounty for Scats of 
Kit Fox, Red Fox, and Gray Fox 


Number of 
Kit Fox 
Distance Scats Fox Species 
Survey Property Searched (km) Collected Detected 
Alameda County 
Bethany Reservoir 8 0 red fox 
Haera Conservation Bank 11 0 red fox 
Interstate 580 undercrossings 3 0 
California A queduct 8 0 red fox 
USBR Delta M endota Canal 15 0 red fox 
Brushy Peak Regional Preserve 22 0 
Borges parcel 2 0 
Bruns parcel 5 0 
K elso/Bruns parcel 3 0 
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (Site 300) 7 0 
Contra Costa County 
Los Vaqueros Reservoir 4 0 
Black Diamond M ines Regional Preserve 30 0 
Round Valley Regional Preserve 10 0 
Contra Loma Regional Park 4 0 
V asco Caves Regional Preserve 0 
Cowell Ranch 13 0 
Byron mitigation parcel 15 0 
California A queduct 0 
USBR Delta M endota Canal 0 
San | oaquin County 
H aera Conservation Bank 2 0 
Union Pacific Railroad right-of-way 18 0 
USBR Delta M endota Canal 3 0 red fox 
Carnegie State V ehicular Recreation Area 2 0 
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (Site 300) 9 0 
Source: Smith et al. (2006). 
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Smith et al. (2006) proposed that the northern range of the S}KF may possibly be a population 
sink, meaning that this geographic area is not supporting a self-sustaining kit fox population and 
must receive immigrants from other areas in order to persist over time. In Clark et al. (2007),’ 
The San J oaquin Kit Fox in North-Central California: A Review in Transactions of the Western 
Section of the Wildlife Society, the authors report their findings of an extensive literature review 
of the SJKF in the northern range. They cite the summarized sighting records of S|]KF and the 
results of surveys in Alameda, Contra Costa, and San Joaquin counties by H.T. Harvey & 
Associates (1997)? in Clark et al. (2007). These records were used to delineate the range limit 
of the SJKF in these counties, which represented little change from the findings of Swick 
(1973)° in Clark et al. (2007). The S}KF range appeared to be restricted to the Altamont Hills 
and the western edge of San J oaquin V alley. 


The authors state that recent sightings prompted further research to determine the current 
distribution of the SJ KF in the northern range. These sightings included observations of kit 
foxes on the Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve in 1996, 1997, and 1999; three kit 
foxes at Bethany Reservoir in 1998; kit foxes at Vasco Caves (East Bay Regional Parks) in 
2001 and 2002; 2 kit foxes at Brushy Peak (East Bay Regional Parks) in 2002; and two kit 
foxes at Carnegie State Recreation Area. Clark et al. (2007), finalized their kit fox 
distribution discussion by citing Clark et al. (2002 a, b)’*" and noting that these two 
reports concluded that the current status of the SJKF in the northern range is unknown and 
that continued development in the northern range would reduce habitat availability for kit 
foxes. Habitat loss could negatively affect the probability of maintaining a viable kit fox 
population in the northern range. Clark et al. (2007) cites the Smith et al. (2006) to point 
out that the northern range may possibly be a sink for the SJK F and future resources should 
be directed in conserving kit foxes in the three core populations described in the Recovery 
Plan.” 


Clark et al. (2007) also describe the kit fox habitat in the northern range as grasslands, 
alkali scrub, oak savanna, and areas with vernal pools. The grassland habitat of the 
northern range may lack some environmental characteristics critical to the survival of the 


7 Clark, H. O. Jr., R. R. Duke, M. C. Orland, R. T. Golightly, and S. 1. Hagen. 2007. The San J oaquin Kit 
Fox in North-Central California: A Review. in Transactions of the Western Section of the Wildlife Society 
43:27-36. 

H.T. Harvey & Associates. 1997. Distribution of the San J oaquin kit fox in the north part of its range. H.T. 
Harvey & Associates, San Jose, CA. 
Swick, C. D. 1973. Determination of San J oaquin kit fox range in Contra Costa, Alameda, San J oaquin and 
Tulare Counties, 1973. California Department of Fish and Game, Special Wildlife Investigations Program 
Report W-54-R-4, Sacramento, CA. 

° Clark, H. O. Jr., B. L. Cypher and P. A. Kelly. 2002a. Aerial Surveys for kit fox natal dens in the Northern 
Range, California. California State University, Stanislaus, Endangered Species Recovery Program, Fresno, 
CA. 

1 Clark, H. O. Jr., and P. A. Kelly. 2002b. Scent dogs Surveys for the San Joaquin kit fox in the Tracy 

Triangle area, California. California State University, Stanislaus, Endangered Species Recovery Program, 

Fresno, CA. 

USFWS. 1998. Recovery Plan for Upland Species of the San Joaquin Valley, California. U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service. Region 1. Portland, Oregon, USA. 
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SJKF. The geographic range and specific habitat characteristics of the SJKF in the 
northernmost portion of its range are less well understood than the information available 
for the southern range, and Bell (1994)’? cautioned that it might not be appropriate to base 
kit fox habitat use patterns in the northern range on use patterns in the southern range. 


Clark et al. (1997) cite Orloff et al. (1986)’* since they reported on the habitat requirements 
of the SJKF in the northern limit of its range based on two sites. The habitat of the two 
study sites (Los Vaqueros and Bethany reservoirs) consisted of low rolling hills with annual 
grasslands. These sites had steeper slopes and denser soil characteristics of hard-packed 
clays or clay loams when compared to other soils found over most of the SJKF range. No 
evidence was apparent that kit foxes on the two sites constructed their own dens; most 
appeared to be enlarged California ground squirrel burrows, and it was assumed that the 
hard soils prevented kit foxes from digging their own dens. Therefore, many portions of 
the northern range may be unsuitable for kit fox if ground squirrels are not present. 


The USFWS published the Recovery Plan for Upland Species of the San J oaquin Valley, 
California (Recovery Plan) in 1998. In the 1998 Recovery Plan, the USFWS described 
SJKF habitat requirements to include grasslands, scrublands, vernal pool areas, alkali 
meadows and playas, and an agricultural matrix of row crops, irrigated pastures, orchards, 
vineyards, and grazed annual grasslands. The USFWS further stated that the SJKF prefers 
habitats with loose-textured soils that are suitable for digging, but they occur on virtually 
every soil type. The kit fox preferred sites that are relatively flat, well-drained terrain and 
are seldom found in areas with shallow soils due to high water tables or impenetrable 
bedrock or hardpan layers. However, based on Orloff et al. (1986), kit foxes may occupy 
soils with high clay content where they can modify burrows dug by other animals, such as 
California ground squirrels. 


As the previous references indicate, there is potentially suitable grassland and ruderal 
habitat within the Altamont Hills for the kit fox. However, there are two primary factors 
that indicate that the BART extension alternatives would not likely adversely affect the 
SJKF. First, the BART extension alternatives traverse urbanized, industrial, and 
previously disturbed areas, or sites with land uses that are incompatible with SJKF ecology 
in the cities of Dublin, Pleasanton, and Livermore. Second, while the Greenville Y ard site 
could contain suitable foraging habitat for the SJKF, the distances of historically recorded 
occurrences of SJKF and intervening urban development, wind turbine development, and 
access roads, suggest that the SJ KF has a low likelihood of occurrence in or adjacent to the 
BART extension study area. Based on these factors, BART did not evaluate potential 
impacts to the SJKF further in the Draft Program EIR. 


3 Bell, H.M., J.A. Alvarez, L.L. Eberhardt, and K. Ralls. 1994. Distribution and Abundance of San J oaquin 
Kit Fox. Draft Final Report to the Department of Fish and Game. M arch 31. 

4 Orloff, S., F. Hall and L. Spiegel. 1986. Distribution and habitat requirements of the San J oaquin kit fox in 
the northern extreme of their range. Transactions of the Western Section of the Wildlife Society 22:60-70. 
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Please refer to M aster Response 7 of this document, regarding the Greenville Y ard. 


The study area is not part of a major or local wildlife corridor/travel route, because 1) 
existing land uses in the proximity of the ACE railroad line underpass east of the 
Greenville Road underpass are not compatible with wildlife movement and 2) other 1-580 
underpasses in the vicinity do not connect two significant habitats. Impact BIO-1 (see 
pages 3.9-43 to 3.9-51) states that alternatives with the proposed Isabel/I-580 Station would 
result in the fill (culverting) of Arroyo las Positas. However, Arroyo las Positas does not 
connect two significant habitat areas. North of I-580, there is suitable habitat for species 
that could use the arroyo as a wildlife crossing, but south of the freeway, the arroyo 
meanders through a small active agricultural area, an industrial/office complex, the 
Livermore M unicipal Airport, and the Las Positas Golf Course, and eventually drains into 
Arroyo Mocho which continues to drain through the urban area of Pleasanton. Thus, the 
area south of 1-580 is not significant habitat and the Arroyo las Positas would not act as a 
wildlife travel route. In order to clarify these points, page 3.9-34, paragraph 4 of the Draft 
Program EIR is revised and supplemented as follows: 


Wildlife Corridors 


Wildlife corridors link together areas of suitable wildlife habitat that are otherwise 
separated by rugged terrain, changes in vegetation, or human disturbance. The 
fragmentation of open space areas by urbanization creates isolated “islands” of 
wildlife habitat. The—study—area—is not part of amaior—or local wildlife 
corrider/travel route because it _does_net—cennect_two—significant habitats* 
Additionally much of the study area has already been divided by |-580, and wildlife 


when a portion of one or more habitats is converted into another habitat, such as 


when woodland or scrub habitat is altered or converted into grasslands after a 
disturbance such as fire, mudslide, or grading activities. In the absence of habitat 
linkages that allow movement to adjoining open space areas, various studies have 
concluded that some wildlife species, especially the larger and more mobile 
mammals, would not likely persist over time in fragmented or isolated habitat areas 


because they prohibit the infusion of new individuals and genetic 
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information.’*’°"”® Wildlife corridors mitigate the effects of this fragmentation by 
(1) allowing animals to move between remaining habitats, thereby permitting 


depleted populations to be replenished and promoting genetic exchange; (2) 
providing escape routes from fire, predators, and human disturbances, thus 
reducing the risk of catastrophic events (such as fire or disease) on population or 
local species extinction; and (3) serving as travel routes for individual animals as 


they move within their home ranges in search of food, water, mates, and other 
needs. 19,20,21 


Wildlife movement activities usually fall into one of three movement categories: (1) 
dispersal (e.g., juvenile animals from natal areas, or individuals extending range 
distributions); (2) seasonal migration; and (3) local movements related to home 
range activities (foraging for food or water, defending territories, searching for 
mates, breeding areas, or cover). A number of terms have been used in various 
wildlife movement studies, such as "wildlife corridor," "travel route," "habitat 
linkage," and "wildlife crossing," to refer to areas in which wildlife move from one 
area to another. To clarify the meaning of these terms and facilitate the discussion 


of wildlife movement in this analysis, these terms are defined as follows: 


Travel route—A landscape feature (such as a ridgeline, drainage, canyon, or 
riparian strip) within a larger natural habitat area that is used frequently by animals 
to facilitate movement and provide access to necessary resources (e.g., water, 
food, cover, den sites), The travel route is generally preferred because it provides 
the least amount of topographic resistance in moving from one area to another. It 


contains adequate food, water, and/or cover while moving between habitat areas 
and provides a relatively direct link between target habitat areas. 


Wildlife corridor—A piece of habitat, usually linear in nature, that connects two or 


more habitat patches that would otherwise be fragmented or isolated from one 
another. Wildlife corridors are usually bounded by urban land areas or other areas 


MacArthur Robert H_ and Edward O. Wilson. The Theory of Island Biography. Princeton, NJ.: Princeton 
University Press. 1967. 

Soule, M.E. 1987 Where Do We Go From Here? In M. Soule (ed) Viable Populations for Conservation. 
Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press: 175-183. 

Harris, L.D. and P.B. Gallagher. 1989. New Initiatives for Wildlife Conservation: the Need for Movement 
Corridors. Pages 11-34 in G. Mackintosh ed. Preserving Communities and Corridors. Defenders of 
Wildlife., Washington, D.C. 96pp. 

Bennett, A.F. 1990. Habitat Corridors and the Conservation of Small Mammals in a Fragmented Forest 


Environment. Landscape Ecol. 4:109-122. 
Noss, R.F. 1983. A Regional Landscape A pproach to M aintain Diversity. Bio Science 33: 700-706. 


Simberloff, D. and J. Cox. 1987. Consequences and Costs of Conservation Corridors. Conserv. Biol. 
Lo3-7 1, 

Harris, L.D. and P.B. Gallagher. 1989. New Initiatives for Wildlife Conservation: the Need for Movement 
Corridors. Pages 11-34 in G. Mackintosh ed. Preserving Communities and Corridors. Defenders of 
Wildlife., Washington, D.C. 96pp. 
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unsuitable for wildlife. The corridor generally contains suitable cover, food, and/or 
water to support species and facilitate movement while in the corridor. Larger, 


landscape-level corridors (often referred to as "habitat or landscape linkages") can 
provide both transitory and resident habitat for a variety of species. 


Wildlife crossing—A small, narrow area, relatively short in length and generally 
constricted in nature, that allows wildlife to pass under or through an obstacle or 
barrier that otherwise hinders or prevents movement. Crossings typically are 
manmade and include culverts, underpasses, drainage pipes, and tunnels to provide 
access across or under roads, highways, pipelines, or other physical obstacles. 


These often represent "choke points" along a movement corridor. 


Within a large open space area in which there are few or no manmade or naturally 
occurring physical constraints to wildlife movement, wildlife movements may not 
be funneled into corridors, as defined above. Given an open space area that is both 
large enough to maintain viable populations of species and provide a variety of 
travel routes (canyons, ridgelines, trails, riverbeds, and others), wildlife would use 
these "local" routes while searching for food, water, shelter, and mates, and would 


not need to cross into other large open space areas. Based on their size, location, 
vegetative composition, and availability of food, some of these movement areas 


(e.g., large drainages and canyons) are used for longer lengths of time and serve as 
source areas for food, water, and cover, particularly for small- and medium-size 
animals. This is especially true if the travel route is within a larger open space 
area. However, once open space areas become constrained and/or fragmented as a 


result of urban development or construction of physical obstacles, such as roads 
and highways, the remaining landscape features or travel routes that connect the 
larger open space areas can become corridors as long as they provide adequate 


space, cover, food, and water, and do not contain obstacles or distractions (e.g., 
manmade noise, lighting) that would generally hinder wildlife movement. 


The California Wilderness Coalition report “Missing Linkages: Restoring 
Connectivity to the California Landscape,” refers to the Altamont Hills area as a 
connectivity choke-point based on the fact that the two grassland habitat areas north 
and south of 1-580 are divided by the freeway. The Altamont Hills were identified 
as a connectivity choke-point for movements of San Joaquin kit fox, golden eagle, 


burrowing owl, California condor, and California tiger salamander. Numerous 
barriers were mentioned for the Altamont Hills linkage: 1-580, Altamont Hills wind 


turbine development, development and expansion of Los Vaqueros Reservoir, the 
California Aqueduct, and loss of habitat from development in Brentwood, Antioch, 
Tracy Hills, and South Schulte. Maintaining adequate habitat cover at the 
Greenville Road crossing was named as a restoration priority. The “Greenville 


2 California Wilderness Coalition, Missing Linkages: Restoring Connectivity to the California Landscape, 


November 2000. 


BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-14 
June 2010 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4 Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 


Road crossing” referred to in the Missing Linkages report represents the crossing 
west of the ACE railroad lines. The crossing is located 0.2 miles east of the 


Greenville Road underpass. This crossing is approximately 300 feet wide and it 
was where the old Southern Pacific Railroad would start its ascent up the Altamont 
Hills. In summary, the Missing Linkages report focuses on the Altamont Hills 
since that is the area where suitable habitat would be present. As a result, the 


urban areas of Dublin, Livermore, and Pleasanton are not included in this linkage 


since the urban nature precludes the presence of habitat and of some of the species 
identified in the Altamont Hills linkage. 


The area north of |-580 at the junction of Greenville Road is mostly undeveloped; 
however, in the northeast quadrant of this interchange there is an_off- 


road/motocross park, and two small model airplane landing strips within the BART 
property, a cell phone radio tower and small building, and Altamont Pass Road. 
The rest of the surrounding area is undeveloped. The area south of 1-580 and west 
of Greenville Road is a semi-industrial area consisting of office/industrial park, 
hotels, and a Chevron gas station. The area east of Greenville Road contains a 


sheep corral; a small vineyard; industrial uses, such as construction equipment and 
material storage; and the ACE railroad tracks. The area under the 1-580 overpass 


is fenced with a chain-link fence, surrounding the construction materials and 
equipment; this storage area extends into the underpass. The ACE railroad tracks 
to the east are also fenced creating a barrier between the tracks and the properties 
to the west of the tracks. The only area that is not blocked by chain link fencing is 


the area east of the ACE railroad tracks, which are fenced by barb wire. 
Additionally, a small vineyard is located just south of this overpass, and the eastern 
border of this vineyard is also fenced. Asa result, the only area under the freeway 
that is available for any type of wildlife movement would be the ACE railroad 
tracks and the dirt road on the east side of the ACE railroad tracks, which are 
regularly disturbed by passing ACE trains. The travel route is thus not expected to 
be highly used because of limited access and the developed nature of the area south 
of 1-580. Nevertheless, if a BART extension alternative, including the Greenville 
Station East were selected for further design and environmental review, the 
conditions at the Greenville Road crossing should be examined at that time. 


Other areas within the study area that could serve as wildlife crossings include the 
creeks that cross 1-580. The extension alternatives that would cross these creeks, 


including Arroyo las Positas, would utilize free span bridges and are not expected 
to alter the configuration of the box culverts within these crossings. Furthermore, 
the animals that currently use these areas are already habituated to the lighting, 
noise, and vibration from 1-580 traffic. The proposed Isabel/|-580 Station would 
result in the fill (culverting) of Arroyo las Positas. However, Arroyo las Positas 


does not connect two significant habitat areas. North of 1-580, there is suitable 
habitat for species that could use the arroyo as a wildlife crossing, but south of the 
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freeway, the arroyo meanders through unsuitable habitat consisting of a small 
active agricultural area, an industrial/office complex, the Livermore M unicipal 


Airport, and the Las Positas Golf Course and eventually drains into Arroyo M ocho 
which continues to drain to the urban area of Pleasanton. 


The California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) and California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) recently released data from the “California Essential 


Habitat Connectivity Project: A Strategy for Conserving a Connected California,” 
which identifies large remaining blocks of intact habitat or natural landscape and 
models linkages between them that need to be maintained, particularly as corridors 
for wildlife. The information is intended to serve as “an initial analysis of 
connectivity for California and a map upon which future analyses can be built.” As 
such, the connectivity maps are useful at the program-level of analysis to determine 
if alternatives may affect wildlife movement. As shown in Figure 3.9-5, there are 
patches of open space that represent intact habitat and areas of connectivity in the 
BART to Livermore Extension study area (these areas typically correlate with 
parks and golf courses in the area); however, none of the alternative alignments 


would cross these connectivity areas and, thus, would not be expected to detract 


from major wildlife migration routes. 


In summary, based on current conditions, the underpass east of Greenville Road is 
not serving as a major or local wildlife corridor since the functions of the crossing 


have been rendered unusable by current land uses. The creek culverts beneath 
1-580 could serve as wildlife crossings, but the BART to Livermore alternatives 


that would cross these creeks are not expected to alter those box culverts or affect 


the wildlife crossings. Therefore, the BART extension alternatives would not 
affect the wildlife crossings in the Study Area and are not discussed further. 


1.4 Please refer to Master Response 7 of this document, regarding the proposed Greenville 
Y ard and the impacts that it would have on vernal pool fairy shrimp, California tiger 
salamander, and California red-legged frog habitat. In addition, please also refer to 
Response 1.1, regarding San Joaquin kit fox, and Response 1.3, regarding wildlife 
corridors. Furthermore, please refer to M aster Response 1 of this document, regarding the 
differences between program- and project-level analyses. Master Response 1 includes a 
discussion of the adequacy of the mitigation measures included in the Draft Program EIR. 
Additionally, BART disagrees with the USFWS assertion that the Greenville East Station 
location would remove denning and foraging habitat for the San J oaquin kit fox, in part, 
because no kit fox signs were observed during the reconnaissance surveys and other 
surveys for kit fox (Smith et al, 2006)” have not found kit fox signs in the area of the 
Greenville East Station. Additionally, the area of the proposed Greenville East Station is 


3 Smith D. A., K. Ralls, B. L. Cypher, H. O. Clark, Jr., P. A. Kelly, D. F. Williams and J. E. Maldonado. 
2006. Relative Abundance of Endangered San Joaquin Kit Foxes (Vulpes macrotis mutica) Based on Scat- 
Detection Dog Surveys. The Southwestern Naturalist, Vol. 51, No. 2 (Jun.), pp. 210-219. 
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currently occupied by a construction material, equipment, and recreational vehicle storage 
area; sheep corral; vineyard; and other industrial uses. Although the area supports small 
patches of disturbed annual grassland, these are surrounded by industrial uses, truck 
storage, construction material storage, and disked areas that are incompatible with the 
requirements of the kit fox. These land use areas are depicted in Figure 3.9-2c of the Draft 
Program EIR (see page 3.9-6). Due to the present land uses and disturbed nature of the 
area, it is unlikely that the kit fox would be found in the area proposed for the Greenville 
East Station. Furthermore, the USFWS assertion that the Greenville East Station would 
result in the loss of eight percent of vernal pool fairy shrimp critical habitat, and aquatic 
and upland habitat for California tiger salamanders and California red-legged frogs is 
incorrect, since the location of the Greenville East Station is outside of the vernal pool fairy 
shrimp critical habitat designation and current land uses as described above would preclude 
the presence of California tiger salamander and California red-legged frog. 


Please refer to Master Response 1 of this document, regarding the differences between 
program- and project-level analyses and the adequacy of programmatic mitigation measures 
The Draft Program EIR, pages 3.9-58 to 3.9-68 and Mitigation Measures BIO-4.2 and 
BIO-5.1 provides analysis and mitigation measures for impacts to California red-legged 
frogs, vernal pool shrimp, and critical habitat at an appropriate level of detail for a 
programmatic environmental analysis. Please refer to M aster Response 7 of this document 
for additional discussion of these biological resources. 


Please refer to Master Response 7 of this document regarding the Greenville Y ard, and 
please refer to Response 1.4 regarding the Greenville East Station. Please also refer to 
Master Response 1 of this document, regarding the adequacy of programmatic mitigation 
measures included in the Draft Program EIR. Mitigation Measures BIO-4.2 and BIO-5.1 
require BART to consult with USWFS and obtain appropriate incidental take authorization 
for California red-legged frogs and vernal pool shrimp (see Draft Program EIR, pages 
3.9-62 and 3.9-65 to 3.9-66). The need for incidental take authorization is also 
acknowledged in Table 1-1 of the Draft Program EIR. It would not be appropriate to 
remove alternatives from consideration in the Final Program EIR and eliminate them from 
consideration by the BART Board of Directors. The BART Board will consider the merits 
of the alignment alternatives, including the biological resource issues raised by the 
comment, during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-17 


June 2010 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4 Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 


ss % 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA { 
GOVERNOR’S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH pes : 
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT v 
Drascrox 
December 22, 2009 
Malcolin Quint 
Bay Arca Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeside Drive, 16th Floor 


Oakland, CA 94612 


Subject: BART to Livermore Extension Draft Program EIR 
SCH#: 2008062026 


Dear Malcoh Quint: 


The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft BIR to selected state agencies for review. The 
review period closed on December 21, 2009, and no state agencies submitted comments by that date, This 
letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft 
environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environnyeotal Quality Act, 


te 


Please call the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the 
environmental review process. If you have a question about the above-named project, please refer to the 
ten-digit State Clearinghouse number when contacting this office. 


Sincerely, , 


tt Morgan 
Acting Director, State Clearinghouse 


1400 10th Street P.O, Box 3044 Sacramento, California 95812-3044 
(916) 445-0613 FAX (916) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov 
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Document Details Report 
State Clearinghouse Data Base 


SCH# 2008062026 
Project Title BART to Livermore Extension Draft Program EIR 
Lead Agency Bay Area Rapid Transit District 


Type EIR Draft EIR 

Description The San Francisco Bay Area Transl District is proposing an axtension to the axisting transit system for 
enhanced rail service to eastam Alameda County. Service would follow an alignment originating in the 
median of 1-680 at the Oublir/Pleasanton BART Station and extend eastward to Pleasanton and 
Livermore. Nine different alignments with varying combinations of station and maintenance facilities 
have been identified. All alignments are eithor completely contained within the 1-580 median or diverge 
from |-580 and pass southeasterly through portions of the City of Livermore lo the exisSing Union 
Pacific Railroad corridor of the former Southern Pacific Railroad corridor. 


Phone 510-464-7677 Fax 


City Oakland State CA Zip 94612 


Lat/Long 37° 41'O"N/121° 46 10° W 
Cross Streets |-580 and Camino tassajara, isabel Ave, Livermore Ave, Greenville Rd 
Parcel No. multiple 
Township 3s Range 1-2€ Section Base MOBSM 


Proximity to: 
Highways = |-580, SR 8&4 
Airports Livermore Municipal 
Railways ACE, UPRR 
Waterways Tassajare Cr, Arroyo Mocho, Arroyo Las Posilas 


Muttipie 
Land Use muttiple designations, including transportation, commercial, agricultural, ght industrial, and residential 


Recreation/Parks; Schools/Universities, Sewer Capacity, Soil Erosion/Compaction/Gracing; 
ToxiciHazardous; Vegetation; Water Supply; Water Quality; Wetland/Riparian; Growth inducing; 
Landuse; Curnulative Effects; Aesthetic/Visual: Biological Rasources; Forest Land/Fire Hazard; 
Teaflic/Circulation 


Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Conservation; Department of Fish and Game, Region 3; 

Agencies Deparment of Parks and Recreation; Department of Water Resources; Caltzans, Division of 
Aeronautics; California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 4; Regional Water Quality Convol Board, 
Region 2; Oepartment of Toxic Substances Control; Native American Heritage Commission; Public 
Utiities Commission 


Date Received 11/05/2009 Start of Review 11/05/2009 End of Review 12/21/2009 


Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency. 
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Letter 2 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and 
Planning Unit 


ZA This letter acknowledges the receipt of the Draft Program EIR by the State Clearinghouse, 
and its distribution to State agencies for review. No response is necessary. 
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GOVERNOR'S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH 
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT 


a 
a 
Cre 


CYNTHIA BRYANT 
Drrecror 
December 28, 2009 
Malcolm Quint 
Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeside Drive, 16th Floor 
Oakland, CA 94612 


Subject: BART to Livermore Extension Draft Program EIR 
SCH#: 2008062026 


Dear Malcolm Quint: 


enclosed comment (s) on your Draft EIR was (were) received by the State Clearinghouse after the end 
of the state review period, which closed on December 21, 2009. We are forwarding these comments to you 
because they provide information or raise issues that should be addressed in your final environmental 
document. 


The California Environmental Quality Act does not require Lead Agencies to respond to late comments. 
However, we encourage you to incorporate these additional comments into your final environmental 
document and to consider them prior to taking final action on the proposed project. 

Please contact the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions concerning the 
environmental review process. If you have a question regarding the above-named project, please refer to 
the ten-digit State Clearinghouse number (2008062026) when contacting this office. 


Sincerely, 


cott Morgan 
Acting Director, State Clearinghouse 


Enclosures 
ce: Resources Agency 


1400 10th Street P.O, Box 3044 Sacramento, California 95812-3044 
(916) 445-0633 PAX (916) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov 
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Letter 3  Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and 
Planning Unit 


a1 This letter is a cover letter forwarding comments from other State agencies. No response 
is necessary. 


BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-22 
June 2010 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4 Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 


4.1 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


[_Letter4 Pen 
: =) 
GOVERNOR'S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH NOS . 


STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT ~ 
CYirHIA BRYANT 
Dimector 
December 31, 2009 
Malcolm Quint 


Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeside Drive, 16th Floor 
Oakland, CA 94612 


Subject: BART to Livermore Extension Draft Program EIR 
SCH#: 2008062026 


Dear Malcolm Quint: 


The enclosed comment (s) on your Draft EIR was (were) received by the State Clearinghouse after the end 
of the state review period, which closed on December 21, 2009. We are forwarding these comments to you 
because they provide information or raise issucs that should be addressed in your final environmental 
document. 


The California Environmental Quality Act does not reqlire-Lead Agencies to respond to late comments. 
However, we encourage you to incorporate these additional comments into your final environmental 
document and to consider them prior to taking final action on the proposed project, 

Please contact the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions concerning the 
environmental review process. If you have a question regarding the above-named project, please refer to 
the ten-digit State Clearinghouse number (2008062026) when contacting this office. 


Sincerely, 


Morgan 
Acting Director, State Clearinghouse 


Enclosures 
ce: Resources Agency 


1400 10th Street P.0.Box 3044 Sacramento, California 95812-3044 
(916) 445-0613 FAX (916) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov 
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Letter 4 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and 
Planning Unit 


4.1 This letter is a cover letter forwarding comments from other State agencies. No response 
is necessary. 
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111 GRAND AVENUE ey 
P. O. BOX 23660 


OAKLAND, CA 94623-0660 Flex your power! 

PHONE (510) 622-6491 Re energy efficient! 

FAX (610) 286-5559 

TTY 711 

January 21, 2010 

ALA580847 
ALA-GEN 
SCH#2008062026 


Mr. Malcolm Quint 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeside Drive, 16" Floor 

Oakland, CA 94612 


Dear Mr, Quint: 
Bart to Livermore Extension— Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 


Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Department) in the 

environmental review process for the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) to | 
Livermore Extension project. The following comments are based on the review of the Draft | 
Program Environment Impact Report (DPEIR). As lead agency, BART is responsible for all 

project mitigation, including any needed improvements to State highways. | 


Forecasting and Highway Operations 


5.1 1. The DPEIR should provide information about travel demand forecast methodology and 
travel demand model local area validation. 


ae 2. The DPEIR should provide mainline freeway and arterial travel demand forecasts that 


were used to develop level-of-service analysis in tables 3.2-25 and 3.2-26. 


3. It is not clear if the intersection tuming movement forecast volumes in figures 3.2-7 
through 3.2-16 are raw model forecast volumes or are adjusted turning movements based 
on actual counts and base year forecasts. Please clarify. 


5.3 


omitted. Only 2035 was included, which appears to match the Department's existing 
volumes, | 


5. Please include for all alternatives the ‘project only’ trip generation traffic volume 
distribution diagram (format as figure 3.2-8) impacting state facilities including 
mainline, ramps, and ramp access for both the interim and 2035 projections. 


5.4 4. The data for the three scenarios, existing, interim, and interim with project appears to be 
5.5 


"Caltrans improves mobility across California” | 
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5.6 


5.7 


NES 
to 


5.9 


5.10 


5.11 


bh 
is) 


Mr. Malcolm Quint / BART 
January 21, 2010 


Page 2 


+4 BRO rit 2 ——_ o_o 8185 


~ 


=] 


10. 


-_ 
N 


. Please include specific analysis for each alternative’s eastern-most station including the 


parking, the termini access, the impact to state facilities resulting from trans-altamont 
traffic, and the specific detailed mitigation proposed. 


. For better clarity, please include the diagrams of proposed interchanges, ramps, and 


ramp access facilities in the DPEIR. 


. To better assess potential impacts to state facilities additional ramp analyses and 


diagrams for each alternative should be demonstrated. 


. Please provide the Department with mainline and ramp volumes used in the analyses. 


Specific ramp volumes in the diagrams need to be clear for verification of volumes used 
in the proposal. 


Mitigation measures should consider state highway and non-state highway 
improvements and services. Special attention should be given to the development of 
alternate solutions to circulation problems that do not rely on increased highway 
construction. 


. All mitigation measures proposed should be fully discussed including financing, 


scheduling, implementation responsibilities, and lead agency monitoring. 


. Please address the following questions on the freeway ramp study intersections (SI): 


$1 #20; Greenville Road & WB 1-580 ramps: 

The intersection is depicted as a four legged intersection (figures 3.2-7 to 16), is that 
correct? Does that include the westbound (WB) on/off-ramp volumes? This figure 
seems to be on Greenville Road where the WB AM off-ramp contributes to the 
southbound (SB) Greenville and northbound (NB) PM Greenville to WB on-ramp 
volumes. These need to be isolated. As depicted, the volumes may cover the WB 
Altamont Road volumes as well as the ramps. Please clarify and include additional 
freeway ramp study intersections as necessary. 


. “i f! . 
The intersection is depicted as a four legged intersection (figures 3.2-7 to 16}—is that 
correct? Clarity is needed to understand the intersection legs, Greenville Road, on/off- 
ramp and/or parking access (existing ramps on Sl#14), Does this include eastbound 
(EB) on/off-ramp volumes? The figure seems to be on Greenville where WB AM off- 
ramp contributes to SB Greenville Road and NB PM Greenville Road to WB on-ramp 
volumes need to be isolated. As depicted, volumes may cover WB Altamont Road 
volumes as well as the ramps. 


S1 #23; Vasco & EB 1-580 ramps: 
The figure is unclear because SB movement has a WB right turn where existing is a left 
tum. Please clarify the south to cast movement. In figures 3.2-7 to 16, 2035 SB Vasco 
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Mr. Malcolm Quint / BART 
January 21, 2010 


Page 3 


8 


4. 


Road to EB on-ramp volumes seem low compared to the Department's existing 
volumes. Please verify data used. 


#24; Fi - : 
Year 2035 volumes in general match the Department's volumes except for the WB off- 
ramp to NB First Street which is high at 1363 vehicles per hour for the PM in figure 3.2- 
13. Please verify or correct the forecast. 


All Si 
Any updated forecasting should ripple throughout the network. 


. On figure 2-3, the limits of the station area should not include the freeway mainline and 


the ramps east of Isabel Avenue. 


. On table 3.2-2, regarding arterial #9, be specific about weather the segment starts from the 


1-580 EB off-ramp. 
On figure S-1, please show all proposed BART stations. 
On page 2-45, alternative 4- Isabel/1-580, the document states that BART operations 


would require a 46-foot-wide corridor. However, additional width would be required at 
the Isabel/I-S80 station. What is the proposed total width at this location? 


. Please show the location of the proposed I-580 pedestrian bridge as mentioned under 


alternative 1. 


. On pages 3.2-19, the document states that the existing BART park-and-ride lot along 


Airway Boulevard at Rutan Drive in Livermore will be relocated with the construction of 
the new 1-580/Isabel Avenue interchange. Where will the park-and-ride lot be located? 


System Planning 


lL. 


Please consider updating the financially constrained project list to include Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission's T2035 listings. 


. On page 3.2-30, please clarify which version of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 


is being used, The most recent RTP should be consulted for updated project lists. 


. On page 3.2-38, it states that the 2001 RTP was used to identify roadway improvement 


projects in and near the city of Livermore. The 2009 RTP, T2035, was approved in 
April 2009; the DPEIR text regarding assumed projects in the corridor should be 
updated to reflect this most current RTP. 


In tables S-2, S-3, and S-4, the land use conflict between 1-580 median needs and 
programmed 1-580 widening projects for high occupancy vehicle/high occupancy toll 


“Caltrans improves mobility across Californta” | 


BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-27 


June 2010 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 


4 Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 


Mr. Malcolm Quint / BART 
January 21, 2010 
Page 4 
5.26 lane projects by the Department constitutes a land use concern that is not, but should be, 
cont acknowledged in these tables. 
5. On pages, 3.2-46, and 3.2-65 through 3.2-78, please provide the assumed I-580 corridor 
mode shift impact (before/after percentage of single occupancy vehicles vs. BART, or 
5.27 expected vehicles removed from I-580 to ride BART) for the project alternatives, or for 


the overall project assumed in the Alameda County Congestion Management Agency 
model. 


Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please call me at (510) 622-5491. 


Sincerely, 


: A 
Aver Oi Sevena- 
LISA CARBONI 


District Branch Chief 
Local Development - Intergovernmental Review 


c: State Clearinghouse 
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Letter5 California Department of Transportation 


5.1 CEQA encourages placing highly technical and specialized information in separate reports 
rather than in the body of an EIR, so long as the information is available for public review. 
The travel demand forecast methodology and travel demand model local area validation 
have been included in the Transportation Technical Report prepared for the BART to 
Livermore Extension Draft Program EIR. This report was provided to Mr. Ravinder 
Singh and Mr. Phillip Cox at Caltrans District 4 on December 16, 2009. 


The Transportation Technical Report Chapter 4 (see Section 4.5, page 46) includes the 
travel demand validation for the study area, and Tables 23 and 24 show the AM and PM 
peak hour model validation by facility type for the study area, respectively. Section 4.8 in 
the report includes the future volume development methodology; Figure 21 depicts the link 
volume adjustment process; and Figure 22 depicts the intersection turning movements 
adjustment process (Furness M ethod). 


532 The mainline volumes (I-580 freeway) and arterial volumes (total through movements per 
corridor) for the No Build Alternative and BART extension alternatives that were used as 
inputs to the level-of-service analysis are presented in Table 4-3 and Table 4-4 (see 
attached tables). These tables are added to the Transportation T echnical Report 


Pe: The intersection turning movement forecast volumes in Figures 3.2-7 through 3.2-16 of the 
Draft Program EIR reflect adjusted future year 2035 traffic turning movements based on 
actual counts, and existing and future year model forecasts. The difference between the 
future year and existing year model forecast values was added to the existing traffic count 
data to derive the adjusted forecast traffic numbers that are presented in the figures. 


5.4 The existing, interim, and interim with project scenarios were not considered in this 
analysis. Since this is a program EIR, its primary purpose is to provide a meaningful 
comparison of the alternatives. As required by CEQA, impacts are identified as the change 
to “baseline” conditions which are normally, but not always, the conditions that exist at the 
time the environmental analysis is commenced. When conditions vary substantially over 
time, the baseline conditions should not be an unrepresentative “snapshot” of conditions on 
the date that CEQA review commenced, but should consider the long-term trend of 
variation. A transportation project includes significant capital infrastructure that takes 
years to construct and is intended to meet long-term needs. As a result, the effects of 
transportation projects are, and should be, evaluated based on a longer-term perspective 
that takes increases in population and programmed changes to the transportation system 
into account. Also, because this is a program EIR, an implementation plan has not been 
developed for the alternatives under consideration. Typically an “interim” analysis as 
requested by the commentor would address the conditions during or shortly after the year 
in which the alternative is implemented. Given that no implementation or funding plans 
exist for the BART to Livermore Extension Program, there is no basis to assume that the 
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Table 4-3 


1-580 Study Freeway Segment Analysis - Mainline Volumes by Alternative - 2035 


Freeway Segment 


Hopyard Hacienda Santa EI Charro Airway Isabel Livermore First Vasco 
From: Road Drive Rita Road Road Boulevard Avenue Avenue Street Road Greenville Road 
Hacienda SantaRita £1 Charro Airway Isabel Livermore Vasco Greenville East of 
To: Drive Road Road Boulevard Avenue Avenue First Street Road Road Greenville Road 
Peak Mainline Mainline Mainline Mainline Mainline Mainline Mainline Mainline Mainline Mainline 
Alternatives Hour Volumes Volumes Volumes Volumes Volumes Volumes Volumes Volumes Volumes Volumes 
EB A 8,832 8,570 6,294 5,560 5,969 5,501 5,978 6,002 5,133 6,029 
No Build P 10,372 10,061 8,412 8,838 9,692 9,901 9,380 8,571 7,244 10,087 
WB A 10,435 10,448 9,255 9,929 10,068 8,882 7,941 6,501 7,192 8,364 
P 6,563 6,471 5,788 5,875 6,248 5,989 5,977 5,356 4,519 5,068 
EB A 8,488 8,285 6,343 5,422 5,969 5,382 5,885 5,908 4,940 5,826 
1 — Greenville P 9,889 9,010 7,118 7,353 8,426 9,148 9,219 8,684 7,307 10,555 
East WB A 9,791 9,007 7,984 8,256 8,649 8,291 7,360 6,071 6,853 8,836 
P 6,787 6,438 5,731 5,826 6,124 5,977 5,992 5,465 4,501 5,076 
1s. Dowalawn EB A 8,466 8,249 6,307 5,389 5,937 5,392 5,884 5,917 4,994 5,843 
Greenville Via P 9,947 9,057 7,433 7,619 8,584 9,158 8,896 8,456 7,628 10,809 
UPRR WB A 9,810 9,221 8,216 8,482 8,859 7,972 7,047 6,070 7,256 9,178 
P 6,772 6,477 5,764 5,849 6,161 5,897 5,934 5,505 4,498 5,060 
A 8,466 8,249 6,307 5,389 5,937 5,392 5,884 5,917 4,994 5,843 
S 7m ee a P 9,947 9,057 7,433 7,619 8,584 9,158 8,896 8,456 7,628 10,809 
RR eae we oS 9,810 9,221 8,216 8, 482 8,859 7,972 7,047 6,070 7,256 9,178 
P 6,772 6,477 5,764 5,849 6,161 5,897 5,934 5,505 4,498 5,060 
EB A 8,468 8,234 6,347 5,399 5,958 5,380 5,889 5,915 4,902 5,827 
2 — Las Positas P 9,914 9,013 7,325 7,526 8,524 9,401 9,473 8,917 7,660 10,454 
WB A 9,853 9,152 8,170 8,528 8,791 8,599 7,669 6,332 7,143 9,130 
P 6,825 6,472 5,766 5,859 6,169 5,984 5,983 5,521 4,591 5,063 
EB A 8,416 8,273 6,292 5,383 5,933 5,396 5,881 5,913 4,990 5,851 
2a — Downtown- P 9,918 9,086 7,386 7,676 8,709 9,054 8,830 8,377 7,762 10,592 
Vasco WB A 9,760 9,213 8,151 8,413 8,744 7,987 7,057 6,058 7j2i2 9,077 
P 6,689 6,491 5,774 5,853 6,187 5,884 5,885 5,528 4,502 5,071 
3 — Portola EB A 8,406 8,212 6,305 5,415 5,971 5,426 5,889 5,927 4,968 5,853 
P 9,872 8,990 7,437 7,647 8,719 10,021 10,092 9,614 8,554 10,978 
WB A 9,697 9,300 8,251 8,483 8,864 9,168 8,240 6,868 7,963 9,229 
P 6,811 6,478 5,776 5,867 6,179 5,994 6,018 5,587 4,580 5,058 
EB A 8,423 8,228 6,321 5,406 5,953 5,383 5,888 5,905 4,960 5,855 
a5 — RGiirodd P 9,882 9,087 7,636 7,883 8,855 9,504 9,575 9,120 8,585 10,998 
WB A 9,783 9,491 8,455 8,698 9,072 8,718 7,789 7,004 8,066 9,304 
P 6,756 6,471 5,755 5,842 6,159 5,953 5,985 5,569 4,575 5,041 
EB A 8,568 8,390 6,314 5,384 5,871 5,526 5,984 5,993 4,937 5,865 
4 — Isabel/1-580 P 10,013 9,145 7,700 7,926 8,994 10,469 10,541 9,953 8,457 11,010 
WB A 9,885 9,614 8,469 8,800 9,220 9,650 8,726 7,260 7,994 9,258 
P 6,791 6,502 5,788 5,887 6,203 6,090 6,086 5,603 4,579 5,056 
EB A 8,552 8,372 6,378 5,444 8,928 5,471 5,952 5,986 4,986 5,890 
5 Oanr P 9,975 9,396 7,938 8,187 9,188 9,791 9,864 9,345 7,881 10,396 
y WB A 9,906 9,815 8,753 9,153 9,465 8,960 8,034 6,594 7,419 8,604 
P 6,747 6,488 5, 784 5,871 6,182 5,983 5,994 5,542 4,503 5,015 
Source: Wilbur Smith Associates, 2009. 
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Table 4-4 
Arterial Roadway Analysis - Volumes by Alternative - 2035 
Alternatives 
1- la - Downtown 1b - Downtown 2a - 
Greenville Greenville via Greenville via 2- Las Downtown- 3- 3a - 4 - Isabel/ I- 5- 
No Build East UPRR SPRR Positas Vasco Portola Railroad 580 Quarry 
Peak Arterial Arterial Arterial Arterial Arterial Arterial Arterial Arterial Arterial Arterial 
Alternatives Hour Volumes Volumes Volumes Volumes Volumes Volumes Volumes Volumes Volumes Volumes 
ie A 1,170 1,272 1,324 1,324 987 1,013 1,019 1,064 1,079 1,043 
1 — Greenville P 6,790 6,361 6,203 6,203 7,644 7,490 6,222 6,267 6,109 6,181 
Road SB A 6,001 7,573 7,121 rales 7,083 7,545 5,716 5,662 5,739 Sa ers 
P 933 1,532 1,155 1,455 989 1,014 898 918 933 904 
NB A 10,287 9,777 9,705 9,705 9,859 9,778 9,724 9,976 9,834 9,887 
2 — Vasco P 23,242 21,765 21,380 21,380 23,444 23,661 21,772 22,764 21,656 21,807 
Road SB A 17,733 18,140 17,598 17,598 19,509 19,849 17,698 18,879 18,189 18,152 
P 8,052 7,507 7,369 7,369 8,008 8,153 7,552 7,884 7,168 7,441 
NB A 5,895 5,597 5,611 5,611 5,668 5,653 5,939 5,990 5,638 5,510 
3 _ First St P 7,308 8,039 10,011 10,011 7,729 9,515 9,671 7,844 7,757 7,696 
: SB A L125 7,227 10,339 10,339 7,406 9,808 8,262 9,230 7,488 7,343 
P 6,247 5,854 5,995 5,995 5,960 6,153 6,248 6,641 5,987 5,890 
EB A 2,450 2,223 2,462 2,462 2,365 2,500 2,428 2,654 2,235 2,307 
4 — First St. P 5,686 5,812 6,511 6,511 5,830 6,340 6,115 6,747 5,724 5,767 
(downtown) WB A 5,119 5,118 5,471 5,471 5,292 5,568 5,516 6,326 5,180 5,433 
P 3,040 2,933 3,093 3,093 2,965 3,182 3,123 3,263 2,973 3,075 
NB A 8,139 8,157 7,159 7,759 8,103 7,397 7,509 7,686 8,530 7,913 
5 — Livermore P 8,332 8,874 8,952 8,952 8,749 9,434 8,410 8,587 8,690 9,020 
Ave. SB A 5,175 5,071 5,098 5,098 4,950 5,169 5,028 5,256 5,037 5,745 
P 8,973 8,154 7,501 7,501 7,909 7,813 7,250 8,414 7,677 7,582 
bod teemore NB A 1,240 964 1,220 1,220 1,121 1,135 1,069 1,211 1,126 1,015 
ae P L222 1,368 1,415 1,415 1,429 1,433 1,380 1,242 1,436 1,566 
: A 1,070 1,000 1,105 1,105 971 1,030 1,002 1,110 1,021 1,001 
(downtown) SB 
P Lali 1,215 1,075 1,075 931 1,097 1,207 1,355 1,124 987 
EB A 3,113 2,832 2,925 2,925 2,780 2,979 2,952 3,056 2,927 3,128 
7 — Stanley P 14,224 14,535 14, 389 14,389 14,268 14,364 14,190 14,567 14,095 15,667 
Blvd WB A 14,141 13,477 13,630 13,630 13,650 13,787 13,556 13,909 13,794 15,215 
P 3,980 4,213 4,408 4,408 4,155 4,360 4,486 4,049 4,226 4,466 
ar EB A 4,160 3,797 4,330 4,330 379 4,554 4,368 4,570 3,857 3,981 
Blvd. Y P 8,568 8,761 8,854 8,854 8,581 8,647 8,649 8,674 8,551 9,198 
A 7,134 7,013 7,266 7,266 7,052 7,339 7,353 7,196 7,332 7,109 
(downtown WB 
P 4,590 4,472 5,333 5,333 4,513 5,475 5,481 4,945 4,575 4,616 
NB A 12,209 11,529 10, 738 10,738 11,349 10,757 10,715 10,941 11,416 11,150 
9 — Isabel P 9,680 9,290 9,283 9,283 9,508 9,527 9,347 9,922 9,644 10,088 
Avenue’ SB A Ld5T 7,144 6,850 6,850 7,230 7,008 6,806 8,514 ree; 8,145 
P 8,907 9,067 8,204 8,204 9,296 8,518 9,266 8,185 9,872 8,343 
Source: Wilbur Smith Associates, 2009. 
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alternatives would start service before 2035. Since the project is addressing both existing 
and long-term growth and transportation shortfalls, that longer-term perspective dictates 
that long-term permanent impacts are evaluated against expected conditions in 2035. This 
assessment incorporates the planned growth (jobs and employment) and related funded 
transportation improvements as proposed in the M etropolitan Transportation Commission's 
(MTC) Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). 


oe) The Transportation Technical Report, Section 4.7 includes the project-only trips for all the 
alternatives (please refer to Figures 12 to 20 of the Transportation Technical Report). As 
explained in Response 5.4, given that no implementation or funding plans exist for the 
BART to Livermore Extension Program, there is no basis to assume that the alternatives 
would start service before 2035, and therefore that is no basis for selecting an interim year 
analysis. 


5.6 Because this is a program EIR, a detailed description of the terminus station configurations 
was not developed. In fact, for the Draft Program EIR, only a station footprint that was 
sufficiently large to accommodate the anticipated facilities and circulation was delineated. 
As such, the specific locations of station entrances and exits and the configuration of station 
facilities such as parking, kiss-and-ride facilities, and transit connections have not been 
determined. The level of detail presented in the Draft Program EIR is sufficient to allow a 
comparison of the alternatives, and detailed plans for station access and egress 
improvements will not be developed until a project-level EIR is prepared. 


a The following diagrams (Figures 4-1 through 4-7) show the assumed configurations of the 
I-580 interchanges and ramps. These configurations are consistent with current plans for 
improvements at each of the interchanges. These illustrations are added to the 
Transportation Technical Report. 


5.8 Diagrams of the proposed interchanges are provided in Response 5.7. Analyses of the 
traffic performance of all intersections of the interchange ramps with the surface street 
network are provided in the Draft Program EIR (see Tables 3.2-27 through 3.2-30 on pages 
3.2-88 through 3.2-98). For this Program EIR, detailed operations analyses of the 
interchanges ramps are not necessary to allow a comparison of alternatives; however, such 
analyses will be performed at the time that a project-level EIR is prepared. 


5.9 The mainline freeway volumes used in the analyses are presented in Table 4-3 in Response 
5.2. Ramp volumes are presented in the Draft Program EIR (see Figures 3.2-7 to 3.2-16 
on pages 3.2-99 to 3.2-118). The ramp turning movements on these figures are labeled 
with an “F,” indicating freeway ramp volumes. 
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PROPOSED I-580/TASSAJARA RD/SANTA RITA RD INTERCHANGE CONFIGURATION 
FIGURE 4-1 


Source: Caltrans; AECOM; WSA, 2010. 
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FIGURE 4-2 
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PROPOSED I-580/GREENVILLE RD INTERCHANGE CONFIGURATION 
FIGURE 4-7 
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5.10 For this Program EIR, the primary purpose of the evaluation is to provide a comparison of 
the alternatives. Mitigation Measure TR 2.1 requires BART to coordinate with Caltrans 
and local jurisdictions to implement freeway traffic management strategies and potential 
localized freeway and ramp improvements, such as new or improved auxiliary lanes, 
improvements in ramp capacity and geometrics, and other operational mitigations. 
Development of more detailed, project-specific mitigations is not practical or necessary 
given that the alternatives are only defined at a conceptual level of detail. Once a proposed 
project is identified, a full project-level EIR will be conducted and at that time project- 
specific freeway mitigation would be identified if necessary. 


emel Please refer to Response 5.10 of this document, regarding the need to present detailed 
mitigation measure features. 


5.12 For purposes of the Draft Program EIR, the intersection geometry at the Greenville Road/ 
1-580 Westbound Ramp intersection, was modeled as a four-legged intersection, including 
two exclusive left turning lanes and three through lanes in the northbound approach (along 
Greenville Road); one exclusive right turn lane and two through lanes in the southbound 
approach (along Greenville Road); two exclusive left turning lanes and one exclusive right 
turn lane in the westbound approach (along I-580 Westbound Off-Ramp); and the I-580 
Westbound On-Ramp (to accommodate the northbound left and southbound right turning 
movements from Greenville Road). Furthermore, the intersection has been modeled 
separately from Northfront Road/Greenville Road and the Greenville Road/I-580 
Eastbound Ramp intersections to account for ramp volumes turning onto Greenville Road. 
The volumes for westbound Altamont Pass Road are considered in Greenville 
Road/Northfront Road intersection. 


5.13 For purposes of the Draft Program EIR, the intersection geometry at the Greenville 
Road/|-580 Eastbound Ramp intersection, was modeled as a three-legged intersection, 
including two exclusive left turning lanes and two through lanes in the northbound 
approach (along Greenville Road); one exclusive right turn lane and two through lanes in 
the southbound approach (along Greenville Road); and one exclusive left turning lane and 
two exclusive right turn lanes in the eastbound approach (along 1-580 Eastbound Off- 
Ramp). The southbound right turning movements represent the Eastbound On-Ramp 
volumes and the northbound left turning movements represent the Eastbound On-Ramp 
volumes as well. Therefore, eastbound on- and off-ramp volumes were both modeled at 
this intersection. As stated previously, detailed ingress and egress analyses related to 
station areas have not been performed. Accordingly, the possible future parking 
access/driveway access to the Greenville East Station was not modeled; therefore, this 
additional leg was not included in the analysis. The volumes for westbound Altamont Pass 
Road are considered in the Greenville Road/N orthfront Road intersection. 
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For purposes of the Draft Program EIR, the intersection geometry at the V asco Road/I-580 
Eastbound Ramp intersection was modeled with four through lanes in the northbound and 
southbound approach (along V asco Road); and two exclusive left turning lanes, one shared 
left-right turning lane, and two exclusive right turning lanes from the 1-580 Eastbound Off- 
Ramp. This configuration is consistent with the interchange improvement plans that have 
been approved by Caltrans and the City of Livermore. Under the new configuration, the 
southbound V asco Road to I-580 Eastbound On-Ramp would be a loop ramp located north 
of the Vasco Road/I-580 Eastbound Ramp intersection, and the northbound V asco Road to 
1-580 Eastbound On-Ramp would be a direct connection separate from V asco Road/I-580 
Eastbound Ramp intersection. Asa result, the l-580 Eastbound On-Ramp would no longer 
be accessed from this intersection. The traffic volumes for southbound V asco Road to the 
1-580 Eastbound On-Ramp have been reviewed and they are consistent with the available 
traffic count data and model forecast data. The alternatives have very little effect on the 
volume of traffic making this particular traffic movement. 


With respect to First Street/l-580 Westbound Ramp intersection, westbound right turns 
were observed at 567 vehicles per hour. The model forecasts significant growth at this 
location, to 1,368 vehicles per hour under the No Build Alternative. The 1-580 Westbound 
Off-Ramp volumes for Alternative 3 are only 5 vehicles per hour different from the No 
Build Alternative under PM peak hour conditions, and the ramp volumes are similar under 
other build alternatives. As a result, traffic forecasting is consistent throughout the entire 
analysis. The alternatives have very little effect on the volume of traffic making this 
particular traffic movement. 


Based on Responses 5.12 to 5.15, above, there is no need to alter the study intersection 
forecasts presented in the Draft Program EIR. 


As noted in Response 5.6, the station footprints were deliberately prepared to provide a 
basis for comparison among the different alignments and stations. The footprints were 
delineated to provide sufficient area to accommodate station and parking facilities, internal 
circulation, and ingress/egress. If a Isabel/l-580 Station were to be advanced for the 
project-level engineering and environmental review, Figure 2-3 of the Draft Program EIR 
would be refined and altered to eliminate portions of the 1-580 mainline and the freeway 
ramps as part of the station area. A possible revision to Figure 2-3 of the Draft Program 
EIR, were this station to be advanced as part of a project-level analysis, is presented in 
Figure 4-8, below. 
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5.18 Table 3.2-2 on page 3.2-7 in the Draft Program EIR revised as shown below to reflect the 
start of the Arterial #9 study roadway segment at the 1-580 Eastbound Off-Ramp. 
Table 3.2-2 
Arterial Study Segments 
in the BART to Livermore Extension Study Area 
Arterial From To Location 
1. Greenville Road Altamont Pass Road Patterson Pass Road Livermore 
2. Vasco Road Northfront Road East Avenue Livermore 
3. First Street 1-580 Eastbound Scott Street Livermore 
Ramps 
4, First Street Scott Street Holmes Street/ Livermore 
M urrieta Boulevard/ 
College A venue 
5. Livermore A venue 1-580 Eastbound Chestnut Street Livermore 
Ramps 
6. Livermore Avenue Chestnut Street East A venue Livermore 
7. Stanley Boulevard Valley Avenue M urrieta Boulevard Livermore/Pleasanton/ 
Unincorporated Alameda C ounty 
8. Stanley Boulevard M urrieta Boulevard Livermore Avenue Livermore 
9. Isabel Avenue 1-580 Eastbound Concannon Boulevard Livermore 
Off-Ramp 


Source: Wilbur Smith Associates, 2009. 
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Figure S-1 in the Draft Program EIR is intended to present the BART to Livermore 
Extension study area, including the general terrain, transportation facilities, and 
jurisdictions. The proposed station areas are not relevant to understanding the location and 
physical characteristics of the study area. Elements of the project alternatives, including 
station areas, are illustrated in Figure S-2 in the Draft Program EIR. 


The conceptual outline of the Isabel/l-580 Station is illustrated in the Draft Program EIR 
(see page 2-12, Figure 2-3). The Draft Program EIR states that, at a minimum, 46 feet are 
required for widening the freeway between the eastbound and westbound lanes along the 
project corridor (see page 2-50, paragraph 5). At the Isabel/l-580 Station, 60 feet is 
required at the center of the BART platform, which is the widest point of freeway 
widening. 


Alternative 1 (Greenville East) includes a pedestrian bridge over 1-580 at the Isabel/!-580 
Station that would connect parking areas north and south of I-580 with the station platform 
in the median of 1-580. The actual location of the pedestrian bridge has not been 
determined, but the location would be identified at the project-level EIR stage. 
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The BART park-and-ride lot is located on Airway Drive at Rutan Drive, near the new 
Isabel/I-580 interchange. The final design for the Isabel/l-580 interchange would not 
necessitate the relocation the BART park-and-ride lot. Accordingly, the last sentence of 
page 3.2-19 is deleted: 


Fhe—lot will be relocated _with—construction of the new 1-580/lsabel A venue 
VES go. 


The project list presented in the report was compared with the MTC 2009 RTP T2035 list 
of transportation improvements for any changes to the project list. MTC’s 2009 RTP did 
not include any additional projects that were not already identified in the Draft Program 
EIR for the study area. 


Text on page 3.2-30 (last paragraph, last sentence) is revised as follows to clarify that the 
most recent RTP has been consulted: 


For this project the long-term permanent impacts are evaluated against expected 
condition existing in 2035. This assumes the planned growth (jobs and 
employment) and related funded transportation improvements as proposed in the 
MTC 2009 RTP. 


Text on page 3.2-38 (first paragraph, first sentence) is updated as follows to acknowledge 
the most recent RTP: 


The 2001 RTP for the San Francisco Bay Area (revised in November 2002) was 
developed by MTC, and was mostly recently updated and approved in April 2009. 
The following roadway improvement projects are scheduled on regional facilities 
in and near the City of Livermore area and are identified in the 2009 updated 
RTP: 


All of the alternatives as defined in Section 2.0, Alternatives, of the Draft Program EIR 
assume that when the alignment is in the median of I-580, the cross-section of 1-580 would 
be widened to accommodate the normal flow lanes and the HOV/HOT lanes. As 1-580 isa 
transportation land use and the BART to Livermore extension is a transportation facility, 
planning to accommodate BART in the median of 1-580 would not constitute a land use 
conflict. Other impacts related to the widening of the freeway due to BART are indicated 
in Tables S-2 and S-3 and the impacts discussions in Sections 3.2 through 3.16 of the Draft 
Program EIR. 


The following Tables A-3 and A-4 show changes to the 1-580 freeway traffic volumes that 
occur under each of the alternatives compared to the No Build Alternative for various 
segments of the freeway corridor. These tables are added to the Transportation T echnical 
Report. 
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ALIFORNIA 
Without ever beating (he greet 


CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY 
January 21, 2010 


Mr. Malcolm Quint 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeside Drive, 16th floor 

Oakland, CA, 94612 


RE; Comments on BART to Livermore Programmatic Environmental Impact Report 
Dear Mr. Quint: 


The California High-Speed Rall Authority (Authority), in its role as the lead state agency for the 
Altamont Corridor Rail (ACR) project, has reviewed the BART to Livermore Extension Draft 
Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR). We congratulate you on your efforts to move this 
important regional transportation project forward. The Authority appreciates the close working 
relationship we have had with BART throughout the development of your EIR and recognizes 
the importance of a connection between future ACR and BART in the Tri Valley. Such a 
connection will help to fulfill travel needs and goals of the ACR project by providing transit 
connections between Central Valley communities and East Bay communities as well as the 
Oakland International Airport and the City of San Francisco. 

6.1 
The Authority is committed to working closely with BART to develop an intermodal station in the 
Livermore area. The Authority also recognizes that BART would fulfill the role of local service 
provider in the Tri Valley whereas the future ACR project would fulfill the complementary role of 
regional express connecting the Tri Valley with the Northern San Joaquin Valley. 


The ACR project recently completed the initial public scoping effort and Is now commencing the 
altematives analysis process. The alternatives analysis process for the ACR project is 
anticipated to be completed by summer 2010 when work will commence on the development of 
a Draft EIR/EIS. Therefore, it is anticipated information from the ACR effort with regards to 
planned alignments and potential station locations will be available as the ACR alternatives 
analysis process proceeds and BART completes its Final EIR in the summer of 2010. The 
Authority is committed to continued coordination with BART throughout these processes so that 
planning for the interface between BART and ACR will include greater detail as both projects 
progress. 


incerely, 


on 


Dan Leavilt 
Deputy Director 


925 L Strect, Sute 1425 Sacramento, CA 95814 916.324.1541 tax 916.322.0827 
www.cuhighspeedrall.ca.gov 
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Letter 6 California High-Speed Rail Authority 


6.1 


BART acknowledges receipt of the California High-Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) 
comment letter outlining future coordination activities between BART for the BART to 
Livermore Extension project and the CHSRA Altamont Corridor Rail Project. BART 
appreciates the CHSRA’’s willingness to coordinate on planning an intermodal station in the 
Livermore area. In April 2010, the BART Board adopted a Memorandum of 
Understanding between BART and CHSRA for coordination of environmental review in 
the Livermore area. BART staff will continue to participate in discussions with the 
CHSRA as its alternatives analysis and environmental review progress 
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Letter 7 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER. Governor 


PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA S4tea 28 


7A 


December 9, 2009 SCH# 2008062026 


Mr. Malcolm Quint 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeside Drive, 16" Floor 

Oakland, CA 94612 


info@barttolivermore.org 


Re: SCH# 2008062026 — Response to Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for the 
BART to Livermore Extension 


Dear Mr. Quint: 


The California Public Utilities Commission’s (CPUC) Rail Transit and Crossings Branch is taking this 
opportunity to address the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District's (BART) Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed BART to Livermore Extension which would extend 
BART from the existing Dublin station castward toward Pleasanton and Livermore. 


The overview states that nine different alignment, station, and maintenance facility combinations have been 
defined, all of which are cither completely contained within the Interstate 580 median, or diverge from the 
Interstate $80 median and pass southeasterly through portions of the City of Livermore to the existing 
Altamont Commuter Express (ACE)/Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) or the Southern Pacific Railroad 
(SPRR) corridors. 


CPUC staff offers the following comments. 


CPUC is a permitting and responsible agency in regard to this project due to potential impacts to both 
railroad and rail transit safety, Some alignments under consideration would impact the existing railroad 
corridor which has both freight and commuter train service; the railroad corridor has also been identified as 
a possible route for passenger trains traveling up to 150 MPH. 


The project is subject to a number of other rules and regulations involving the CPUC. The design criteria of 
the proposed project will need to comply with CPUC General Orders (GO's). The following GO's, among 
others, may be applicable: 
¢ GO 26-D: Clearances on railroads with reference to side and overhead structures, parallel tracks, 
and crossing of public roads 
« GO 72-B: Railroad crossing surface on public roads 
« GO75-D: Waming devices for at-grade highway-rail crossings 
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BART to Livermore Project 
CPUC Comments — December 2009 
Page 2 of 4 


GO 88-B: Alteration of public highway-rail crossings 

GO 95: Electric line construction 

GO 118: Walkways and vegetation adjacent to railroad tracks 

GO 143-B; Design, construction and operation of rail transit, including vehicle design requirements 
GO 164-D: State Safety Oversight of rail transit agencies, including safety certification plan 


7.1 


cont. 
‘The CPUC is the designated State Safety Oversight agency for rail transit safety in California. 


The CPUC has jurisdiction over the safety of highway-rail crossings (crossings) in California. The CPUC 
has exclusive power over the design, altcration, and closure of rail crossings, pursuant to Public Utilities 
Code Section 1201 et seq, 


CPUC Staff Concerns 


ertical aligament: The analysis of alignment options should carefully consider the geade of the alignment. 
n at-grade alignment, rather than above-grade (aerial) or below-grade (subway), has advantages in: 
¢ reducing the potential for falling debris 
« allowing more direct maintenance access along the rail right-of-way 
¢ safer location to carry out maintenance activity 
However, disadvantages of an at-grade alignment are that it may be easier for unauthorized persons to access 
he rail right-of-way, which in some cases may result in an above- or below-grade alignment to be preferred. 
In the Livermore area, trespassing along the railroad right-of-way has been a significant safety issue in 
mt years. Any at-grade alignment should require major barriers, such as continuous vandal-resistant 
fencing, to prevent unauthorized access. Sound walls and vegetation may be necessary as additional 
itigation, A combination of these treatments may provide the best mitigation of the various concerns, 


72 


73 pe of transit: The EIR should consider the type of teansit vehicle and operation which will run on this 
xtension; this may require a variance from GO 143-B requirements. 


Altamont Corridor Rail Project: The EIR should coordinate with the proposed Altamont Corridor Rail 
Project (SCH# 2009102075). Some of the proposed BART alignment alternatives would utilize the same 
railroad right-of-way that is identified in that project. The Altamont project also proposes to connect 
passengers with the BART extension. The Altamont project would provide s new mostly dedicated 
7.4 [Passenger rail line, fully grade separated and electrified, capable of supporting intercity and commuter rail 
“" |service at speeds up to 150 MPH, and compatible with the California High Speed Rail project. BART is 
identified as a member of the Altamont Corridor Partnership Working Group. 


The Altamont project would likely include 25 kV catenaries (electrified lines} along the railroad right-of- 
way. Discussions in regard to the placement of electrical lines and distribution should be held with CPUC 
staff to ensure that existing utilities are not impacted and minimum required clearances are met. 


ighway-rail crossings: CPUC staff recommends the consolidation and grade-separation of all existing at- 
7.5 | grade crossings (including adjacent railroad track with primarily freight service) along any adopted 
lignment in these projects, 
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BART to Livermore Project 
CPUC Comments — December 2009 
Page 3 of 4 


uilding a new structure such as overhead transit track adjacent to an at-grade railroad crossing can 
negatively impact the safety of the existing railroad crossing due to limiting the configuration of warning 
15 devices, limiting the geometry of the roadway and sidewalk (potentially precluding medians or pedestrian 
acai and bicycle improvements), and obstructing visibility of the warning devices or an approaching train. 
Rather than degrading the safety of the existing at-grade crossings, the project should provide overall 
improvement by constructing a grade separation of all the tracks at each crossing along railroad right-of- 


ay. 


As construction of roadway grade separation structures is likely to involve major changes to public 
infrastructure and private property in the vicinity of the railroad crossings, local entities must be allowed to 
amend their general plans and incorporate this project into existing footprints to allow for future right-of- 
way preservation. 


7.6 


‘At all stations (BART and ACE), pedestrians should be provided a safe route cither over or under any 
adjacent railroad tracks. 


10 preparation for the Final EIR, all proposed grade-separated structure locations should be identified, 


7.7 


Identification of all existing at-grade highway-rail crossings along any adopted alignment is necessary so 
that potential impact and mitigation measures can be fully addressed, At-grade railroad crossings potentially 


affected by the project include: 
CPUC Crossing No. | DOT Crossing No. | Street =| City 
004-47.50 834040C 

834044 Junction Avenue 
004-50.69-C 74982771 


ransportation/Traffic: Queuing of vehicles between intersections and adjacent at-grade highway-rail 
crossings should be reviewed in the traffic study. This may be a particular concern where a station is 
constructed near existing railroad crossings. Safety at the railroad crossings may be impacted if traffic 
circulation patterns are changed due to the project. Additional traffic volume, congestion, or queue length 
near railroad crossings may be mitigated by eliminating the at-grade highway-rail crossing; the issues might 
otherwise be mitigated by improved traffic signal configuration, installation of medians, or other 
improvements. 


78 


7.9 


The CPUC is a responsible agency under CEQA section 15381 with regard to this project. We request that 
CPUC be kept informed of developments associated with the project as a preferred alignment alterative is 
identified and focused on for further detailed enginecring efforts, environmental review, and right-of-way 
preservation. Meetings should be arranged with the CPUC's Rail Transit and Crossings Branch staff to 
discuss relevant rail safety issues and to conduct diagnostic reviews of any proposed and impacted crossing 
locations along the final selected alignment. 


7.10 
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BART to Livermore Project 
CPUC Comments — December 2009 
Page 4 of 4 


As more information related to the BART to Livermore Extension becomes available, CPUC staff will 
provide its comments and recommendations to prevent any delays in the project. We hope this collaborative 
process will assist in meeting CPUC General Order requirements as they apply to the project, the review of 
the environmental documents and the final CEQA approval of the project, 


For questions regarding CPUC oversight, please contact Kevin Schumacher at (415) 703-1298 or by email at 
shk@cpuc.ca.gov. Regarding any environmental review questions, please contact me at (415)7 13-0092 or 


by email at ms2(@ecpuc.ca.gov 


Sincerely, 


Moses Stites 


Rail Corridor Safety Specialist 

Rail Transit and Crossings Branch 
Consumer Protection and Safety Division 
515 L Street, Suite 1119 

Sacramento, CA 95814 
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Letter 7 State of California Public Utilities Commission 


il 


Tt 


13 


7.4 


1.3 


The comment identifies the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) as a 
responsible agency, applicable rules and regulations, and the presence of existing and 
potential rail service along some of the alignments evaluated by BART in the Draft 
Program EIR. BART acknowledges the CPUC’s role in ensuring safe rail operations in the 
state and will coordinate with CPUC staff once a preferred alternative is selected and more 
detailed engineering and environmental review commence. Table 1-1 of the Draft Program 
EIR recognizes the CPUC as a State agency with future permitting and/or approval 
authority over the project. 


The alternatives in the BART to Livermore Extension Program contain a combination of 
vertical alignments depending on the situation of the alternative in relation to existing 
railroad lines, freeways, arterial streets, and urban development. BART recognizes the 
relative advantages, disadvantages, and costs of each. BART is a fully-enclosed, grade- 
separated system, without grade crossings with other transportation systems. The 
alternatives are primarily in an at-grade configuration, with segments elevated, and in one 
case, a subway segment. The ability to vary the vertical alignment allows BART to avoid 
conflicts with industrial activities, other transportation systems, or to higher density urban 
areas. The various alignments are shown in the Draft Program EIR in Figures 1-3 and 2-1, 
and described in detail in Section 2.3 (see pages 2-7 through 2-50). Separate figures are 
provided for each alternative and supplemental figures show detail at various station 
locations. In addition, there is a discussion of the grade-separation issues on page 2-55, 
with Figure 2-19 on page 2-56 illustrating the different configurations considered. For a 
detailed description of the alignment configuration for the “hybrid” alternative, Alternative 
2b, see Section 1.4 of this document. 


The Draft Program EIR is intended to help identify a preferred alternative in terms of 
alignment and footprint for the purposes of right-of-way preservation. The project-level 
EIR will consider modal alternatives, including whether any variances may be required 
from GO-143B. 


BART is aware of the California High-Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) Altamont Corridor 
Rail Project (see Draft Program EIR pages 1-16 to 1-17 and pages 3.2-131 to 3.2-132), and 
is already working to coordinate future activities with CHSRA for the BART to Livermore 
Extension project and the CHSRA Altamont Corridor Rail Project. The BART Board 
adopted a Memorandum of Understanding between BART and CHSRA in April 2010 for 
coordination of environmental review. BART staff has attended Technical Working Group 
meetings for the Altamont project. Preliminary design for the BART extension will occur 
during the project-level EIR phase, and BART will contact the CPUC to coordinate traction 
power and utility issues once that project gets underway. 


Within the project study area, the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) is already grade- 
separated from the road system at most locations where the BART extension would be 
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parallel and adjacent to the UPRR right-of-way. There are only public grade crossings 
adjacent to the extension alternatives at two streets in Downtown Livermore (North L 
Street and Junction Avenue). Alternatives la, 1b, 2a, and 3a traverse this area in an at- 
grade or elevated configuration parallel to the UPRR. The Draft Program EIR assumed 
that these two grade crossings (North L Street and Junction Avenue) would be rebuilt as 
underpasses. The potential impacts of these road modifications for Alternative la are 
described on page 3.2-146. Impacts for the other identified alternatives in this area are 
similar. Alternatives 2b and 3 would traverse this area in a subway underneath J unction 
Avenue, and cross under the UPRR in subway before coming to the surface, and, thus, 
would not raise the issue of potential elevated structures adjacent to the UPRR in areas with 
public grade crossings. Maintaining safety at all crossings will be one of the concerns 
addressed in the project-level design phase. 


7.6 As noted in Response 7.3, a primary purpose of the Draft Program EIR is to help identify a 
preferred alignment and footprint for right-of-way preservation. Once a preferred 
alternative is selected by the BART Board, BART will work with local cities, local 
agencies, the County, and Caltrans to ensure that all required steps are initiated to preserve 
right-of-way for both BART and roadway improvements. 


qd Preliminary design for the BART extension will occur during the project-level EIR phase, 
and address pedestrian access to the BART stations and pedestrian access between BART 
and the Altamont Commuter Express (ACE). Where BART currently interfaces with 
mainline rail passenger services (Millbrae, Richmond, and Coliseum Stations), grade- 
separated pedestrian access between the BART platforms and the mainline rail platforms 
have been provided. BART recognizes that grade-separated pedestrian crossings are 
preferred, and will design pedestrian transfer facilities to the same standard at future 
transfer stations with ACE. 


7.8 The information requested in this comment is more appropriate for the project-level EIR 
stage and will be provided after preliminary engineering. The grade crossings identified in 
the comment are the only public grade crossings that BART is aware of along the 
alternative alignments. Depending on the preferred alternative selected by the BART 
Board, this number could be reduced. 


7.9 Traffic information and delays at selected intersections are presented in Section 3.2, 
Transportation, of the Draft Program EIR. At this programmatic level of review, a 
primary purpose of the analysis is to highlight tradeoffs and the key discriminators among 
the alternatives to help select a preferred alternative. Once an alternative is selected for 
further engineering and environmental review, more detailed investigations, such as vehicle 
queuing near the rail lines, can be examined, although BART will operate in a grade- 
separated guideway that avoids at-grade crossings with rail lines or streets. 


710 As noted in Response 7.1, the CPUC is identified as a responsible agency that will be 
consulted as further studies advance. In particular, BART staff will coordinate with the 
CPUC’s Rail Transit and Crossings Branch. 
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Em ental Protection 


December 30, 2009 
CIWQS Place ID No. 747398 


Sent via electronic mail: No hardcopy to follow 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeside Drive, 16th Floor 
Oakland, CA 94612 


Attn: Malcolm Quint, Manager of South Bay Planning (info@barttolivermore.org) 


Re; Comments on the BART to Livermore Extension Draft Program Environmental 
Impact Report 
SCH No.: 2008062026 


Dear Mr, Quint: 


San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) staff appreciate the 
opportunity to review the November 2009 Bart to Livermore Extension Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report for (DPEIR). The San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
(BART) is proposing to extend transit service into eastern Alameda County from its existing 
Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station within and adjacent to the Interstate 580 (1-580) right-of-way 
to a terminus station in the City of Livermore (Project). The DPEIR evaluates a group of 
proposed alignment altermatives, and is intended to consider the environmental effects of these 
different alignments and to enable BART to select a preferred alternative. Water Board staff 
have the following comments on aspects of the Project, as presented in the DPEIR, which may 
impact waters of the State. 


Comment 1 

Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, Applicable Policies and Regulations, Porter- 
Cologne Water Quality Act, Page 3.8-23 

Text of the DPEIR provides the following summary of the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act: 


Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act (Water Code Section 13000 et scq.). The Porter- 
8.1 Cologne Water Quality Control Act was passed in 1969. It established the SWRCB and 
divided the State into nine regions, each overseen by a RWQCB. The SWRCB is the 
primary State agency responsible for protecting the quality of the State’s surface and 
groundwater supplics, but much of its daily implementation authority is delegated to the 
nine RWQCBs, which are responsible for implementing CWA, Sections 401, 402, and 
303. In general, the SWRCB manages both water rights and Statewide regulation of water 
quality, while the RWQCBs focus exclusively on water quality within their regions. 


Water Board staff recommend expanding the discussion of Porter-Cologne authority with the 
following additional text: 


Preserving, enhancing. and restoring the San Francisco Bay Area's waters for over 50 years 
3 Recycled Paper 
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The Water Board has regulatory authority over wetlands and waterways under both the 
federal Clean Water Act (CWA) and the State of California’s Porter-Cologne Water 
Quality Control Act (California Water Code, Division 7). Under the CWA, the Water 
Board has regulatory authority over actions in waters of the United States, through the 
issuance of water quality certifications (certifications) under Section 401 of the CWA, 
which are issued in combination with permits issued by the Army Corps of Engincers 
(ACOE), under Section 404 of the CWA. When the Water Board issues Section 401 
certifications, it simultaneously issues general Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) for 
the project, under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. Activities in areas that 
are outside of the jurisdiction of the ACOE (e.g., isolated wetlands, vernal pools, or stream 
banks above the ordinary high water mark) are regulated by the Water Board, under the 
authority of the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. Activities that lie outside of 
ACOE jurisdiction may require the issuance of cither individual or general WDRs from the 
Water Board, 


cont. Under the authority of the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act, the Water Board has 
developed, and implements, the San Francisco Bay Basin Water Quality Control Plan 
(Basin Plan), which defines the Beneficial Uses of waters of the State within the San 
Francisco Bay Region, Many of the water bodies that may be impacted by the BART 
extension are tributaries to either Arroyo Las Positas or Arroyo Mocho, which have been 
assigned the following existing and potential Beneficial Uses in the Basin Plan: 
groundwater recharge, cold freshwater habitat, warm freshwater habitat, fish migration, 
fish spawning, wildlife habitat’, contact water recreation, and non-contact water 
recreation. Since the Beneficial Uses of any specifically identified water body generally 
apply to all its tributaries, the beneficial use of wildlife habitat applies to the tributaries of 
Arroyo Las Positas and Arroyo Mocho. Any permit action taken by the Water Board must 
be consistent with maintaining Beneficial Uses of waters of the State. 


Comment 2 

Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures, 
Methodology, Page 3.8-28, 

The DPEIR proposes to use the following definition of surface waters, 


82 For this analysis, surface waters include improved flood control or drainage channels, 
canals, intermittent/ephemeral river and stream channels as identified on USGS 
topographic maps or GIS datasets; permanent river and stream channels; impoundments 
such as ponds, lakes, and reservoirs; and wetlands. 


This definition should be revised to use a narrative standard for identifying jurisdictional 
channels of perennial, seasonal, or intermittent streams. USGS maps were not developed to 


* Wildlife habitat is defined as, “Uses of waters that support wildlife habitats, including, but not limited to, the 
preservation and enhancement of vegetation and prey species used by wildlife, such as waterfowl The two most 
important types of wildlife habitat are riparian and wetland habitats. These habitats can be threatened by 
development, erosion, and sedimentation, as well as by poor water quality” (Section 2.1.20 of the Basin Plan), 
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support State jurisdiction of surface waters, and many jurisdictional channels do not appear on 
USGS maps. Since the Final EIR for the Project will be used to support the issuance of State 
permits for impacts to surface waters, all potentially jurisdictional waters under the authority of 
the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act should be evaluated in the project’s CEQA 
documentation. In general, any channel with a defined bed and bank should be treated as a 
jurisdictional water of the State. 


The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) also uses a narrative definition of stream 
in the California Fish and Game Code: 


A stream is a body of water that flows at least periodically or intermittently through a bed 
or channel having banks and supports fish or other aquatic life. This includes watercourses 
having a surface or subsurface flow that supports or has supported riparian vegetation. 


8.2 Note that “aquatic life” includes benthic organisms. In the summary of impacts of waters subject 

cont. to the jurisdiction of the State, under cither the Water Board or CDFG, the DPEIR should 
consider all impacts to channels meeting narrative definitions, rather than limiting impacts to 
blue line creeks. The ACOE also relies on a narrative definition of a creek (¢.g., presence of an 
ordinary high water mark), rather than on blue line creeks on USGS maps. 


Comment 3 

Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures, 
Methodology, Quantitative Assessment, Page 3,8-30. 

Text in the second bullet in this subsection states: 


Acreage of surface waters (lakes) and the linear feet of surface waters (rivers and streams) 
in the study area were estimated, using Zone 7 and USGS National Hydrography Dataset 
1:24,000 scale digital line graphs of blueline streams, including ephemeral streams as 
mapped. The linear feet of surface water was calculated based on the direct and indirect 
area width of the alternatives crossing of rivers, streams, and canals in the study area, 


As was noted in the previous comment, relying on blueline streams to assess potential Project 
impacts is likely to result in an under estimate of the quantity of jurisdictional waters that may be 
impacted by the Project. 


Comment 4 

Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, Environmental Analysis, HY-1, Flooding, 
Alternative 1 — Greenville Fast, Page 3.8-39, 

The discussion of hydromodification management on page 3.9-39 includes the following text: 


8.3 Although the HIM Standard, as described in the Hydromodification Management Plan 
(HMP) prepared by the Alameda County Clean Water Program, would require that flows 
are maintained for low and moderate storm events (10 percent of the 2-year storm event up 
to the 10-year storm event) for discharge to most creeks within the study area, there is no 
standard for discharges to the local storm drain system and for storm events above the 10- 
year storm event. 
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8.3 The Water Board assumes that all discharges to the local storm drain system are effectively 


discharges to local creeks, which ultimately receive all runoff that enters the municipal storm 
drain system. 


Comment 5 

Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, Environmental Analysis, Mitigation Measures, 
HY-1,1, Page 3,8-42. 

Mitigation Measure HY-1.1 consists of: 


HY-1.1 Engineer Storm Drain System to Accommodate Design Flows. BART shall prepare 
a Hydraulic and Hydrology Study for the entire project to determine runoff rates and 
durations for the existing and proposed drainage system discharging into any local 
drainage system or natural drainage feature. BART shall submit the Hydraulic and 
Hydrology Study to Caltrans, the cities of Livermore and Pleasanton, Zone 7, and ACCWP 
for review. The jurisdictional agencies’ engineering staff shall review the project drainage 
design. BART shall evaluate the comments and any proposed revisions for potential 
incorporation into the project design, as appropriate. 


The Water Board should be added to the list of agencies that will review the Hydraulic and 
Hydrology Study, At sites that require CWA Section 401 Water Quality Certification and/or 
WDRs from the Water Board, the Water Board has authority to approve post-construction 
stormwater management plans. Therefore, since waters of the State will be impacted by the 
Project, stormwater management plans for the Project must be acceptable to the Water Board, 
Water Board review will evaluate impacts on water quality, as well as hydromodification. If the 
Water Board requires revisions of the proposed designs, those revisions will be made conditions 
of the certification and/or WDRs. 


Comment 6 

Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, Environmental Analysis, Mitigation Measures, 
HY-1.2, Page 3.8-43. 

This mitigation measures addresses permanent groundwater dewatering operations that may be 
associated with Alternative 3. If permancnt groundwater dewatering is required, BART 
proposes to augment the Hydraulic and Hydrology Study required by Mitigation Measure 
HY-1.1 with an assessment of the impact of the groundwater dewatering discharges on the 
downstream receiving storm drain system and receiving waters. Based on this Hydraulic and 
Hydrology Study, a Dewatering Operations and Management Plan (DOMP) would be prepared. 
The mitigation measure requires that the Hydraulic and Hydrology Study and the DOMP be 
submitted to Zone 7 for review and approval prior to the beginning of construction. Please note 
that the Hydraulic and Hydrology Study and the DOMP are also subject to review and approval 
by the Water Board (see previous comment). 


8.4 


8.5 


Comment 7 

Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, Environmental Analysis, Mitigation Measures, 
HY-2, Erosion and Siltation During Operations, Pages 3.8-43 and 3.8-44, 

The last paragraph of this discussion states: 


8.6 


+ eA he 
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Work within creeks, as required for implementation of new or expanded creek crossings, 
would require compliance with a CWA 404 Permit, CWA Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification, and a Streambed Alteration Agreement. These permits/requirements would 
8.6 include post-construction BMPs to permanently protect/restore creeks during and 
cont. following construction impacts. Compliance with these regulations would minimize 
destabilization of creck beds and banks and ensure adequate protection is implemented 
following construction activities. 


This paragraph should be revised to include the potential need for individual WDRs if the 
Project impacts waters of the State that are outside of waters subject to the jurisdiction of the 
ACOE, pursuant to CWA Section 404 (See Comment 1, above). 


In addition, obtaining permits is a legal requirement, not a mitigation measure. Mitigation may 
be a condition of such permits, but the project proponent is responsible for developing 

8.7 appropriate mitigation measures and circulating specific mitigation proposals for public review 
in an EIR. There are several design options for creek crossings (e.g., traditional round culverts, 
partially buried culverts, open bottom arch culverts, or free span bridges), and each option has 
differing impacts on aquatic resources. The DPEIR should propose specific creek crossing 
designs and provide appropriate mitigation measures for the impacts associated with these 
designs. 


Comment 8 

Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, Environmental Analysis, Mitigation Measures, 
HY-2, Erosion and Siltation During Operations, Page 3.8-45, 

The last paragraph of HY-2 states: 


Each of the alternatives would create substantial amounts of new impervious surface area 
contributing to greater stormwater runoff and directly and indirectly impact (sce Tables 
3,8-6 and 3.5-7), which could cause or contribute to erosion and siltation in stream and 
channels. Existing BART Facility Standards, compliance with regulatory requirements, 
8.8 and implementation of the HM Standard would ensure that potential effects are not 
: substantial and impacts of increased stormwater runoff would be less than significant. 


As BART develops more detailed plans for each of the alternatives that are selected for further 
evaluation under CEQA, Water Board staff encourage BART to include stormwater treatment 
measures in the site plans from the earliest stage of facility design. At relatively undeveloped 
sites, stormwater best management practices (BMPs) should consist of either landscape-based 
treatment devices, such as vegetated swales, detention basins, or bio-retention cells, or low 
impact design (LID) practices (e.g., pervious pavements, rainwater collection cisterns, etc.). In 
general, the use of mechanical separators or media filters is discouraged, because these devices 
require much more rigorous oversight and maintenance than landscape-based treatment devices 
or LID practices. Mechanical separators and media filters also do very little to mitigate the 
impacts of hydromodification in comparison with landscape-based treatment devices. 
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At sites that require CWA Section 401 Water Quality Certification from the Water Board and/or 
WDRs, the Water Board has the authority to approve post-construction stormwater management 
plans, as is acknowledged on pages 3.8-43 and 3.8-44 of the DPEIR. Since waters of the State 
will be impacted by the Project, stormwater management plans for the Project must be 
acceptable to the Water Board. 


Comment 9 
Section 3.9, Biological Resources, Special Status Species, Critical Habitat, Page 3.9-34, 
This section of the DPEIR describes critical habitat for Vernal Pool Ecosystems. 


In 2005 the USFWS published the Recovery Plan for Vernal Pool Ecosystems of 
California and Southern Oregon. Recovery plans are developed and implemented for 
species of animals and plants listed as endangered of threatened unless such plans would 
not promote the conservation of the species. In this report, the USFWS identified vernal 
pool habitats within both states. The Livermore Vernal Pool Region, which straddles 
Alameda, Contra Costa and Santa Clara counties, was identified in this report. The 
Altamont Hills core area is part of the Livermore Vernal Pool Region. On February 10, 
2006 the USFWS designated critical habitat for four vernal pool crustaceans and eleven 
yernal pool plants. Critical habitat Unit 19C was designated, for vernal pool fairy shrimp, 
within the Altamont Hills core area (see Figure 3.9-3). The proposed Greenville Yard 
would be located within the southeastern most part of Unit 19C. This area is located north 
of the intersection of Laughlin and Northfront Roads. 


Since the Arroyo Los Positas watershed supports the Beneficial Use of Wildlife Habitat, the 
Water Board is not likely to approve projects that impact significant amounts of designated 
critical habitat for wildlife, since this would be inconsistent with the requirements of the Basin 
Plan. Before receiving permits from the ACOE and the Water Board, the proposed project must 
prepare a CWA Section 404(b)(1) alternatives analysis. If this analysis determines that there are 
viable alternatives that achieve the basic project purpose, but have less significant impacts to 
waters than the impacts at the proposed Greenville Yard, then the Water Board would not be 
able to issue a permit that would allow the impacts at the proposed site of the Greenville Yard. 


8.9 


The proposed Greenville Yard also contains a portion of a unique vernal pool in the northeastern 
corner of the property. This large vernal pool is an unusual pool that has been created by alluvial 
damming behind a natural levee deposited by Altamont Creek, The pool is supported by a 
watershed of about 101 acres, or which 25 acres drain through the northeastern portion of the 
BART property and the remainder through the neighboring Seven Vines parcel. This pool is 
much younger than the much smaller ‘pedogenic’ pools that pond upon claypans and duripans. 
Since the large pool is supported by different processes than pedogenic pools, it is necessary to 
learn more about its functions and dynamics if it is to be preserved. According to Barry Hecht, 
Senior Principal at Balance Hydrologics, the alluviated vernal pool (or ‘floodplain vernal pool") 
along Altamont Creek is one of perhaps two dozen major alluviated pools that he knows of in the 
Bay Area. In Mr. Hecht’s opinion, each such pool has unique conditions that often merit 
consideration on a site by site basis if they are to be successfully preserved or managed. 
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Comment 10 

Section 3.9, Biological Resources, Applicable Policies and Regulations, Porter-Cologne 
Water Quality Act, Page 3.9-40. 

Text in this section correctly notes that the Water Boards are relying more on the use of Waste 
Discharge Requirements to regulate waters that are no longer subject to federal jurisdiction. 


Historically, California relied on its authority under Section 401 of the CWA to regulate 
discharges of dredged or fill material to California waters. That section requires an 
applicant to obtain “water quality certification” from the SWRCB through its RWQCBs to 
ensure compliance with state water quality standards before certain federal licenses or 
permits may be issucd. The permits subject to Section 401 include permits for the 
discharge of dredged or fill materials (CWA Section 404 permits) issued by the USACE. 
Waste discharge requirements under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act were 
typically waived for projects that required certification. With the recent changes that 
limited the jurisdiction of wetlands under the CWA, the SWRCB has needed to rely on the 
ROWD process. 


Water Board staff would also like to note that the San Francisco Bay Water Board no longer 
issues waivers of WDRs, All certifications are now issued in combination with State Water 
Resources Control Board Order No. 2003 - 0017 - DWQ, General Waste Discharge 
Requirements for Dredge and Fill Discharges That Have Received State Water Quality 
Cerlification. \n addition, WDRs issued by the Water Board must be consistent with 
maintaining the Beneficial Uses of waters of State that are presented in the Basin Plan (See 
Comment 1). 


8.10 


Comment 11 

Section 3.9, Biological Resources, Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures, 
Environmental Analysis, Pages 3.9-43 and 3.9-44. 

The description of Altcrnative | — Greenville East, under the subheading, B/O-/ Jurisdictional 
Wetlands, Other “Waters of the U.S." and “Waters of the State”, includes the following text. 


Alternative 1 — Greenville East. This alternative would cross the following watercourses 
~ two unnamed tributaries, Tassajara Creek, Cottonwood Creck, Collier Canyon Creek, 
Arroyo las Positas, Cayetano Creck, Arroyo Seco, and Altamont Creek, The expansion of 

8.11 1-580 between the existing Dublin/Plcasanton Station and Las Positas Road could result in 
the permanent fill of roadside drainages along [-580 that could be jurisdictional. 
Additionally, approximately 24 acres of potential wetland habitat is located in the 
undeveloped parcels: 1) south of 1-580 and west of Livermore Avenue; 2) on both the 
north and south sides of 1-580, between Livermore Avenue and the Las Colinas Road 
overcrossing; and 3) in the footprints of the proposed Isabel/I-580 and Greenville East 
Stations and the Greenville Yard. Construction activities associated with this alternative 
could require the placement of fill material in wetlands, waters of the U,S., and waters of 
the State which would result in a potentially significant impact. 
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The Water Board usually asserts jurisdiction over roadside drainages. Even if these features 
have relatively low habitat value, they do provide water quality benefits to stormwater runoff 
through both infiltration in the substrate and filtration by vegetation. Vegetated ditches also help 
to counteract the hydromodification associated with the creation of impervious surfaces 
upgradient from the ditches. Since this alternative would result in the filling of jurisdictional 
channels and wetlands, the impacts of this alternative on waters of the State should be classified 
as “significant” rather than “potentially significant”. The DPEIR should also propose mitigation 
measures for the proposed impacts to roadside drainages. Mitigation measures should provide 
compensation for impacted stormwater treatment capacity in the impacted drainages. 


8.11 
cont. 


———> 


Comment 12 

Section 3.9, Biological Resources, Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures, 
Environmental Analysis, Table 3.9-4, Summary Comparison for Permanent Biological 
Resources Impacts in the BART to Livermore Extension Study Area, Page 3.9-45, 

Text in this table asserts that all impacts to wetlands, waters of the U.S., waters of the State, 
special-status plants, special status amphibians and reptiles and their habitats, special-status 
vernal pool invertebrates and their habitat, and vernal pool fairy shrimp and their critical habitat 
can be mitigated to less than significant levels. However, as is discussed in Comments 14, 15, 
16, 18, and 20, the DPEIR does not actually demonstrate that it is possible to mitigate all of these 
impacts to less than significant levels. In particular, the impacts at the proposed Greenville Yard 
may not be mitigable. Since there do appear to be viable alternatives to the Greenville Yard, 
Water Board staff encourage BART to drop this alternative from the alternatives that are carried 
forward for further analysis. 


od 
rs) 


Comment 13 

Table 3.9-5, Comparative Biological Resources Impacts of BART Extension Alternatives, 
Page 3.9-46, 

This table includes the following summary of impacts to vernal pool habitat associated with 
Alternative 1. 


Approximately 113 acres of vernal pool fairy shrimp critical habitat (8 percent of the 
habitat located in Alameda County) would be impacted with the development of the 
Greenville Yard 


The proposed fill of 8 percent of the vernal pool fairy shrimp critical habitat in Alameda County 
is a significant impact. In its present form, the DPEIR does not demonstrate that it is possible to 
provided adequate mitigation for such a large impact. 


In addition, none of the impact summaries address potential impacts to Altamont Creek. The 
proposed site of the Greenville Yard is bisected by Altamont Creek, The DPEIR does not 
explain if bridges or culverts are proposed to at this site to provide access to the northern portion 
of the property. Operation of a rail yard at this location could also introduce noise and light into 
creck side or vernal pool habitats, as well as fragmenting habitat along the creek from upland 
habitats. The DPEIR should be revised to clarify the extent of potential impacts on Altamont 
Creek, and to provide adequate and feasible mitigation for such impacts. 


9 
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Comment 14 

Section 3.9, Biological Resources, Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures, 
Environmental Analysis, Mitigation Measures, Page 3.9-51. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1.2 consists of obtaining permits, 


Obtain All Applicable Wetland Permits. BART shall acquire all applicable wetland permits 
for the selected alternative. These permits include, but would not be limited to, a Section 
404 Wetlands Fill permit from the USACE or a Report of Waste Discharge from the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and a section 401 Water Quality 
Certification from the RWQCB. These permits would require a verified wetland 
delineation. Additionally, a Scction 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement from the 

8.15 California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) would be required if the alternative 
would cross or affect any stream course. 


Water Board staff would like to note that obtaining permits represents compliance with the 
appropriate State and federal laws, and does not constitute a mitigation measure. The DPEIR 
should have demonstrated that feasible mitigation options are available for all potentially 
significant impacts associated with the Project. 


Proposed mitigation measures should be presented in sufficient detail for readers of the CEQA 
document to evaluate the likelihood that the proposed remedy will actually reduce impacts to a 
less than significant level. CEQA requires that mitigation measures for each significant 
environmental effect be adequate, timely, and resolved by the lead agency, In an adequate 
CEQA document, mitigation measures must be feasible and fully enforccable through permit 
conditions, agreements, or other legally binding instruments (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.4). Mitigation measures to be identified at some future time are not acceptable. It has 
been determined by court ruling that such mitigation measures would be improperly exempted 
from the process of public and governmental scrutiny which is required under the California 
Environmental Quality Act. As is discussed below, in Comments 15, 16, 18, and 20, the DPEIR 
has not demonstrated that it is feasible to mitigate all of the potentially significant impacts of the 
Project to a less than significant level. 


Comment 15 

Section 3.9, Biological Resources, Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures, 
Environmental Analysis, Mitigation Measures, Pages 3.9-51 and 3.9-52. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1.3 consists of preparing and implementing a wetland mitigation plan. 


BIO-1.3 Prepare and Implement a Wetland Mitigation Plan. As pact of the wetland 
permitting process, BART shall prepare and implement a wetland mitigation plan that 
ensures no-net-loss of wetland and waters habitat. This plan shall include measures for 
avoidance, minimization, and compensation for wetland impacts, Avoidance and 
minimization measures could include the designation of buffers around wetland features to 
be avoided, or project design measures, such as free-span bridges. Compensation 
measures will include the preservation and/or creation of wetland or waters, The final 
mitigation ratios (the amount of wetlands and waters created or preserved compared to the 


8.16 
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amount impacted) will be determined in consultation with the resource agencies. In 
addition, a wetland mitigation and monitoring plan shall be developed and implemented 


The Water Board does not consider avoidance and minimization to be mitigation measures. All 
projects seeking permits are required to avoid and minimize impacts to waters of the State and 
their Beneficial Uses to the maximum extent practicable. Any remaining, unavoidable impacts 
must then be fully mitigated. The Water Board subjects all projects with significant impacts to a 
404(b)(1) alternatives analysis, even in cases where the ACOE does not require such an analysis. 
If this analysis determines that there are less damaging practicable alternatives to the proposed 
project, then the Water Board is prohibited from issuing permits for the more damaging 
alternative. For example, if there are alternatives with less significant impacts than impacts 
associated with Alternative 1, Greenville East, then it is very likely that the Water Board will not 
issue pennits for Alternative 1, This is true even if BART owns the Greenville Yard site and 
would have to purchase the land for the other alternatives. 


Although the current CEQA document is a programmatic DPEIR, it should contain proposed 
mitigation measures at a sufficient level of detail to allow an assessment of the feasibility of the 
proposed mitigation. As was mentioned in Comment 14, proposed mitigation measures should 
be presented in sufficient detail for readers of the CEQA document to evaluate the likelihood 
that the proposed remedy will actually reduce impacts to a less than significant level. Mitigation 
measures to be identified at some future time are not acceptable. It has been determined by court 
ruling that such mitigation measures would be improperly exempted from the process of public 
and governmental scrutiny which is required under the California Environmental Quality Act, 
We encourage BART to revise the DPEIR to include specific mitigation proposal for major 
impacts to creeks and wetlands, including vernal pools. In the project-level DEIRs, mitigation 
proposals should be provided in even greater detail, 


Since the DPETR does not even include a conceptual mitigation plan, we are not able to assess 
whether or not it is possible to provide sufficient mitigation to reduce Project impacts to a less 
than significant level. This is especially true for impacts associated with Alternatives 1, la, and 
8.17 | tb (See Comments 16 and 20 and page 3.9-64 of the DPEIR). We encourage BART to revise 
the DPEIR to include a conceptual mitigation plan. A conceptual mitigation plan will also be of 
great value in evaluating the relative total costs of the proposed alternatives. Some options that 
may have lower construction and land acquisition costs, may have greater total costs when 
mitigation costs are included in the economic evaluations. In particular, Altematives 1, la, and 
1b are likely to have significantly higher mitigation costs than the other proposed alternatives. 


8.16 
cont. 


The conceptual mitigation plan should include factors to account for potential distances between 
the areas of impact and the mitigation sites, temporal losses of habitat, and the uncertainty of 
success associated with any mitigation project. When mitigation is constructed, enhanced, or 
preserved offsite, the amount of mitigation should be increased to account for the distance 
between the impact site and the mitigation site. We also encourage project proponents to 
construct mitigation projects before impacting waters of the State. When impacts occur prior to 
the full functioning of mitigation sites, mitigation is required for the temporal loss of habitat 
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between the time that habitat is impacted and the time that the mitigation site has developed 
sufficiently to be fully functioning as habitat. The amount of proposed mitigation should also 
account for the uncertainty associated with the successful creation of any creek or wetland 
mitigation site. In particular, it is very difficult to create successful vernal pools, so the amount 
of vernal pool creation proposed as mitigation should be significantly larger than the area of 
vernal pools that may be impacted by the Project. 


The conceptual mitigation plan should contain sufficient detail to demonstrate that proposed 
mitigation project(s) are hydrologically feasible and accessible to impacted wildlife species. 
Mitigation should also be “in kind" as much as is feasible. For example, impacts to creeks 
should be mitigated with the creation, enhancement, and preservation of crecks. Similarly, 
impacts to vernal pools should be mitigated at vernal pools. When mitigation is not “in-kind”, 
then the amount of mitigation must be increased to compensate for the disparity. 


Also, any mitigation plan that relies exclusively, or heavily, on the preservation of wetlands, 
would not be consistent with the State's “no net loss” policy. To comply with the “no net loss” 
policy, mitigation for the Project should rely mostly on creation and/or enhancement of creeks 
and wetlands. Mitigation banks may be able to provide some mitigation for impacts to wetlands 
and vernal pools, if the bank’s service area includes the area of the Project's impacts, and the 
bank has wetland and/or vernal pool credits available. At present, there are no mitigation banks 

8.17 available in Alameda County for impacts to riparian habitats and there are no in-licu fee 

cont, programs in Alameda County. Finally, mitigation for impacts that occur within the jurisdictional 
boundaries of the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board must be located 
within those jurisdictional boundaries. 


Although a final mitigation plan is not necessary for the CEQA process, the Project proponcnt 
should be aware that water quality certification and/or WDRs for impacts to waters of the State 
will not be issued until the Water Board has approved a final mitigation plan, including a 
maintenance and monitoring program, for the proposed mitigation project(s). Conceptual plans 
are not appropriate to support the issuance of water quality certification and/or WDRs. 


Comment 16 

Mitigation Measures, BIO-5.1 Consult with USFWS and Reduce Impacts on Vernal Pool 
Invertebrates and their Habitat, Pages 3.9-65 — 3.9-66, 

Elements of the proposed mitigation measures for impacts to vernal pool invertebrates and their 
habitat are summarized and commented on below, 


BART, in consultation with the USFWS, shall cither (1) conduct a protocol-level survey 
for federally listed vernal poo! crustaceans, or (2) assume presence of federally-listed 
8.18 vernal poo] crustaceans in areas of suitable habitat. Surveys shall be conducted by 
qualified biologists in accordance with the most recent USFWS guidelines or protocols to 
determine the time of year and survey methodology (survey timing for these species is 
dependent on yearly rainfall patterns and seasonal occurrences, and is determined on a 
case-by-case basis). The surveys may be done as part of the 404 permit process, if a 404 
pennit is required. If surveys along the selected BART extension alternative reveal no 
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occurrences of federally listed vernal pool crustaceans, no further mitigation would be 
required. 


BART should include the Water Board in the discussion of impacts to vernal pools, since any 
vernal pools that may be impacted are waters of the State with the Beneficial Use of Wildlife 
Habitat. We encourage BART to complete surveys prior to initiating the permitting process. 
Since mitigation for impacts to vernal pools is likely to be the most expensive mitigation 
required for the Project, the need for such mitigation, as well as the full costs of such mitigation, 
should be used in the evaluation of the various alignment alternatives. Also, as is noted 
elsewhere, if vernal pool invertebrates are discovered in the proposed footprint of an alternative, 
it is possible that the Water Board may not allow impacts to some of these vernal pools. 


If surveys determine that one or more special-status vernal pool invertebrate species occurs 
along the selected BART extension alternative, or if BART, in consultation with the 
USFWS, assumes presence of federally-listed vernal pool invertebrates in all affected 
habitats, no net loss of habitat shall be achieved through avoidance, preservation, creation 


8.18 and/or purchase of credits. The selected measures may be part of the permitting process. 


No net loss can only be achieved through avoidance of habitats or the successful creation of new 
habitats. Since preserved habitats are already in existence, the use of preservation results in a net 
loss of habitat. In particular, it is very difficult to see how the potential impact of 113 areas of 
critical habitat that would be associated with Alternatives 1, la, and 1b, which is approximately 
8 percent of the critical habitat in Alameda County (See BIO-6 on pages 3.9-66 and 3,9-67) 
could be mitigated for in a manner that would actually result in no net loss. In addition, the 
wetlands at the proposed site of the Greenville Yard are in fairly close proximity to Frick Lake, 
which provides breeding habitat for the federally listed California Tiger Salamander (CTS). 
Construction of the yard could impact the amount of upland habitat available to CTS. This 
potential impact should be fully evaluated and mitigated, as necessary. 


BART shall ensure that an appropriate number of acres, as approved by USFWS during 
consultation, are preserved to mitigate for direct or indirect impacts on vernal pool 
crustacean habitat. 


As is noted above, the use of preservation as mitigation for impacts to vernal pool habitat is not 
consistent with the State’s no net loss policy. BART should consult with both the USFWS and 
the Water Board in developing mitigation proposals for the Project. 


Comment 17 

Mitigation Measures, BIO-7.1, Avoid the Rainy Season During In-Water Construction, 
Page 3.9-70. 

Mitigation Measure BIO 7.1 consists of: 


8.19 BART will consult with National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 
Fisheries, and/or CDFG (as applicable) to define the schedule for in-water work, as well as 
for work on bridges and/or culverts within the main channel of the Arroyo Mocho. If the 
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8.19 


L. 
— waterway is not inundated, work may occur without restriction if approved by NOAA 


and/or CDFG. 
Please note that work within the creek channel will also require the approval of the Water Board. 


Comment 18 

Mitigation Measures, BIO-7.2 Consult with NOAA Fisheries and USACE and Mitigate for 
the Loss of Riverine Riparian Vegetation, Page 3.9-70, 

Mitigation Measure BIO 7.2 consists of: 


If construction-related impacts on riverine (e.g., riparian woodland) riparian vegetation 
along or within the Arroyo Mocho occur, the impacts shall be mitigated by BART as 
determined in consultation with the NOAA Fisheries and the USACE. Mitigation could 
occur through either the purchase of “freshwater riverine habitat” at an approved 
mitigation bank or payment into the USACE “in-lieu fee fund” for riverine aquatic bed 

8.20 habitat. Final mitigation ratios and locations are to be negotiated with the regulatory 
agencies prior to initiation of construction activities. Detailed mitigation requirements shall 
be identified in the final regulatory agency permits. 


Please note that work within any creek channel, including, but not limited to, the Arroyo Mocho, 
will also require the approval of the Water Board for both impacts and mitigation. Also, there 
are no approved mitigation banks for freshwater riverine habitat in the San Francisco Bay 
Region and the Water Board does not accept in-lieu fee funds for impacts to riverine habitats in 
the San Francisco Bay Region. Mitigation for these impacts should be provided in the form of 
in-kind mitigation. As has been noted in several prior comments, it is not appropriate to defer 
the identification of such mitigation measures until after the completion of the CEQA process. 


Comment 19 

Cumulative Analysis, Mitigation Measures, BIO-CU-9, Cumulative Impacts to Sensitive 
Biological Resources (including Jurisdictional Wetlands, Waters of the U.S, and Waters of 
the State; Special-Status Plants; Special-Status Vernal Pool Invertebrates and Special- 
Status Amphibians and Reptiles), Page 3.9-73. 

This mitigation measures states: 


The historic and ongoing loss of sensitive biological resources, including wetlands, waters 
of the U.S., waters of the State, and special-status plants, vernal pool invertebrates, 
amphibians and reptiles, in the northeastern portion of Alameda County occurred and 
continues to occur as natural habitats are converted to agricultural and urban uses, and 
watercourses are altered for flood control and water supply purposes. Future development 

8.21 identified by local cities and the County and infrastructure improvements proposed by 
Caltrans and Zone 7 will be subject to compliance with State and federal laws identified 
above under “Applicable Policies and Regulations,” would reduce cumulative impacts on 
sensitive biological resources. In addition, future development would also be subject to 
measures similar to those identified below, should a potentially significant impact to 
sensitive biological resources occur. 


BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-66 
June 2010 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4 Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 


Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District -14- BART to Livermore Extension 


Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1.1 through 1.3, 2.1 through 2.3, and 4.1 
through 4.3, which would require focused surveys and mitigation plans to be developed 
and implemented, would reduce the project’s contribution to this significant cumulative 
impact to less than considerable, Nevertheless, the residual impacts in combination with 
those of other cumulative development in northeast Alameda County and southem San 
Joaquin County are still regarded as cumulatively significant. The sensitivity of these 
listed resources and the historic and ongoing reduction of their habitat suggest that, despite 
good-faith efforts to curtail their loss and to restore their habitat, the cumulative impact 
would be potentially significant and unavoidable. (PSU) 


Despite the existence of the State and federal laws identified above under “Applicable Policies 

and Regulations,” this region has continued to lose significant habitat, Therefore, it is important 
8.2) that concrete mitigation measures be developed to prevent the ongoing loss of significant aquatic 
"| habitats in the region. As has been discussed in previous comments, the mitigation measures 
that are referenced in BIO-CU-9, as they are currently presented in the DPEIR, fail to 
demonstrate that the Project’s impacts can be adequately mitigated, This is especially true for 
impacts associated with Alternatives 1, la, and 1b. 


Comment 20 

Cumulative Analysis, Mitigation Measures, BIO-CU-11, Cumulative Impacts to Vernal 
Poo] Fairy Shrimp Critical Habitat, Page 3.9-74. 

(This mitigation measures states: 


cont. 


Approximately 1,455 acres of critical habitat for the vernal pool fairy shrimp have been 
designated in Alameda County, as Unit 19C, Further loss of critical habitat would result in 
a significant cumulative impact because of the limited amount designated in the region. 


Because the designation of critical habitat provides another layer of protection, land 
designated as such is not as likely to be developed as land not designated critical habitat. In 
addition, future development would also be subject to measures similar to those identified 
below, should a potentially significant impact to vernal pool fairy shrimp critical habitat 
occur, 


8.22 Alternatives 2, 2a, 3, 3a, 4 and 5 would not impact critical habitat. Thus, these alternatives 
would not contribute to cumulative impact to the fairy shrimp habitat, 


On the other hand, construction of the Greenville Yard associated with Alternatives 1, la, 
and |b coutd result in the loss of 113 acres, or approximately 8 percent of the critical 
habitat in Unit 19C. The loss of critica! habitat if one of these alternatives were selected as 
the BART extension alternative would be a considerable contribution to this significant 
cumulative impact. 


Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-5.1, which requires BART to provide 
compensation for loss of habitat for the vernal pool fairy shrimp, would reduce the 
project’s contribution to this significant cumulative impact. However as discussed under 
Impact BIO-CU-9, the residual impacts associated with the BART extension alternative in 
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combination with those of other cumulative development in Alameda County are still 
regarded as cumulatively significant. The critical habitat is highly sensitive and its 
sustainability may be jeopardized by future activities including habitat conversion to urban 
uses or intensive agriculture, hydrologic disruptions or modifications, grazing animals, off- 
road recreational vehicles, and contro! of invasive species. Despite ongoing efforts to 
protect the habitat, this Program EIR conservatively considers the cumulative impact to be 
potentially significant and unavoidable. (PSU). 


8.22 | ‘Text in the discussion of this impact and its proposed mitigation measure does a good job of 

cont. | explaining why Alternatives 1, 1a, and 1b should be dropped from further consideration. 
Impacts to vernal pool fairy shrimp critical habitat can be entirely eliminated by using 
Alternatives 2, 2a, 3, 3a, 4 and 5. Although we concur that impacts to critical habitat would be 
significant, we do not agree that such impacts are unavoidable, since use of Alternatives 2, 2a, 3, 
3a, 4 or 5 would avoid these impacts. As has been noted above, since there are alternatives that 
would minimize impacts to critical habitat, there may be insurmountable barriers to obtaining 
resource agency permits for impacts to critical habitat at the site of the proposed Greenville 
Yard. Any impacts to these vernal pools would be subject to a 404(b)(1) alternatives analysis. 
This analysis requires that the applicant consider properties that the applicant does not currently 
own, if those properties would achieve the basic project purpose and have less significant 
impacts on aquatic resources. 


Comment 22 

Summary Comments, 

In its present form, the DPEIR does not demonstrate that impacts associated with all of the 
proposed alternatives can be successfully mitigated. Since the DPEIR does not include a 
conceptual mitigation plan for each of the proposed significant impacts, we arc not able to assess 
whether or not it is possible to provide sufficient mitigation to reduce Project impacts to a less 
than significant level. This is especially true for impacts associated with Alternatives 1, la, and 
1b, which would result in the fill of about eight percent of the critical habitat for vernal pool 
fairy shrimp in Alameda County, in order to construct the proposed Greenville Yard, 


Alameda County, the cities of Livermore, Pleasanton, and Dublin, and several regional agencies 

8.23 | are in the process of developing the Eastern Alameda County Conservation Strategy (EACCS), 
in cooperation with the resource agencies. Although the EACCS has not been finalized, it is 
very likely that the area of the proposed Greenville Yard will be identified as a high priority area 
for preservation, because of its unique habitat values (e.g., the presence of critical habitat, the 
presence of a creek passing through the parccl, and its close proximity to CTS breeding habitat at 
Frick Lake). As such, this parcel will have especially high value as a mitigation site for use in 
off-setting impacts to areas with lower priorities for preservation. This will also mean that any 
impacts to this land are also likely to require a significant amount of mitigation. 


We encourage BART to revise the DPEIR to include a conceptual mitigation plan for all of the 
Project's major impacts, especially the impacts at the proposed Greenville Yard. A conceptual 
mitigation plan will be of great value in evaluating the relative total costs of the proposed 
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altematives. Total estimated costs for each alternative should not be limited to construction and 
land acquisition costs, but should also include the estimated mitigation costs for each alternative; 
mitigation costs should always be considered integral components of each project with impacts 
to the environment. Based on a complete analysis of the costs of each alternative, some 
alternatives that have lower land acquisition and construction costs may have greater total costs 

8.23 | when mitigation costs are included in the economic evaluations. As has been noted above, 

cont. | Alternatives 1, la, and Ib are likely to have significantly higher mitigation costs than the other 
proposed alternatives. In evaluating the relative costs of cach alternative, BART should also 
assess the amount of income that BART could obtain by selling the site of the proposed 
Greenville Yard to other projects in need of mitigation in the Tri-Valley Region. 


Finally, BART should not assume that the resource agencies will allow the fill of the vernal 
pools at the Greenville Yard. We encourage BART to request an inter-agency meeting with the 
ACOE, CDFG, USFWS, and the Water Board as soon as possible, in order to discuss permitting 
issues al the site of the proposed Greenville Yard. 


If you have any questions, please contact me at (510) 622-5680, or via e-mail at 


bwines@waterboards.ca.gov. 
Sincerely, 
Batiin K Wade 
Brian Wines 
Water Resources Contro! Engineer 
South and East Bay Watershed Section 


cc: State Clearinghouse, P.O. Box 3044, Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 (by fax: 916-323- 


3018) 
USACE, San Francisco District, Attn: Regulatory Branch, 1455 Market Street, San 
Francisco, CA 94103-1398 (cameron.t.johnson@usace.army mil, 


mM. usace.army.imil 
CDFG, Central Coast Region, Attn: Marcia Grefsrud, P.O, Box 47, Yountville CA 
94599 (mgrefsrud@dfg.ca,gov, sbrunson@dfg.ca.gov) 
United States Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Sacramento Fish and 
Wildlife Office, 2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2605, Sacramento, CA 95825-1846 


(Ryan_Olah@fws.cov, cay _goude/@fws.2ov, kim_squires@fws.gov) 
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Letter 8 California Regional Water Quality Control Board 


8.1 In accordance with the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(SFBRWQCB) recommendation, the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act description is 
expanded. The fifth paragraph on page 3.8-23 of the Draft Program EIR, following the 
subject heading, is revised as follows: 


Porter-C ologne Water Quality Act (Water Code Section 13000 et seq.).The 
aha nea mene Sina, aanalenatid paged 


SWRCB ee, 


State's surface and groundwater supplies but much of its daily implementation 
ih a a i to ens which epee 


ie i LRT ara ERE HG eran 


focus—exclusively on water quality within their regions. The SFBRWQCB has 
regulatory authority over wetlands and waterways under both the federal Clean 
Water Act (CWA) and the State of California’s Porter-Cologne Water Quality 
Control Act (California Water Code, Division 7). Under the CWA, _ the 
SFBRWQCB has regulatory authority over actions in waters of the United States, 
through the issuance of water quality certifications (certifications) under Section 


401 of the CWA, which are issued in combination with permits issued by the Army 
Corps of Engineers (ACOE) under Section 404 of the CWA. When the 
SFBRWQCB issues Section 401 certifications, it simultaneously issues general 
Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) for the project under the Porter-Cologne 
Water Quality Control Act. Activities in areas that are outside the jurisdiction of 


the ACOE (eg., isolated wetlands, vernal pools, or stream banks above the 
ordinary high water mark) are regulated by the SFBRWQCB under the authority of 
the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. Activities that lie outside ACOE 


jurisdiction may require the issuance of either individual or general WDRs from 
the SFBRWQCB. 


Under the authority of the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act, the SFBRWQCB has 


developed and implements the San Francisco Bay Basin Water Quality Control 
Plan (Basin Plan), which defines the Beneficial Uses of waters of the State within 
the San Francisco Bay Region. Many of the water bodies that may be impacted by 
the BART extension are tributaries to either Arroyo Las Positas or Arroyo M ocho, 


which have been assigned the following existing and potential Beneficial Uses in 
the Basin Plan: groundwater recharge, cold freshwater habitat, warm freshwater 
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habitat, fish migration, fish spawning, wildlife habitat, “* contact water recreation, 
and_ non-contact water recreation. Since the Beneficial Uses of any specifically 


identified water body generally apply to all its tributaries, the beneficial use of 
wildlife habitat applies to the tributaries of Arroyo las Positas and Arroyo M ocho. 
Any permit action taken by the SFBRWQCB must be consistent with maintaining 
Beneficial Uses of waters of the State. 


For the purposes of the hydrology and water quality analysis in Section 3.8 of the Draft 
Program EIR, impacts are addressed for all surface water features and are not limited to 
addressing only jurisdictional waters. Potential impacts to jurisdictional waters (federal 
and State) are addressed in Section 3.9, Biological Resources, in the Draft Program EIR. 


In addition, as described in Section 3.9, Biological Resources, of the Draft Program EIR, a 
reconnaissance-level survey was conducted to identify potential wetlands and potential 
jurisdictional waters (see page 3.9-4, paragraph 2). Figures 3.9-2a through 3.9-2f of the 
Draft Program EIR shows locations of the reconnaissance survey seasonal wetlands, 
swales, water features, and riparian features within the biological resources study area. 
Potential impacts to jurisdictional waters are described under Impact BIO-1 on pages 
3.9-43 to 3.9-52 in the Draft Program EIR. Identification of and determination of 
jurisdictional waters would be based on a more specific wetland delineation for the selected 
alternative design and is not critical to distinguishing among the relative impacts of the 
different BART extension alternatives, which is a primary purpose of the Draft Program 
EIR. Mitigation Measures BIO-1.1, BIO-1.2, and BIO-1.3 of the Draft Program EIR 
would ensure that jurisdictional waters are identified for the selected alternative and that 
appropriate mitigation measures are developed and implemented (pages 3.9-51 to 3.9-52), 
Please refer to Master Response 1 of this document, regarding the level of detail for 
analysis of impacts and mitigation measures that is appropriate in a programmatic 
environmental document. 


Figure 3.8-2 of the Draft Program EIR identifies sources of surface water features as NWI, 
2008; Zone 7 Water Agency, 2009; USGS NHD; California Resource Agency, 2003. 
Data from the PBS&J reconnaissance-level survey, including wetlands and _ potential 
jurisdictional waters, was also used in the Hydrology and Water Quality impacts analysis. 
Additionally, wetlands are included in the definition of surface waters and “...river and 
stream channels as identified on... or GIS datasets...” used in the impacts analysis for the 
Draft Program EIR (see page 3.8-28, paragraph 2). As such, ‘blue line creeks’ were not 
identified as the only surface water features analyzed for impacts. 


Wildlife habitat is defined as, "Uses of waters that support wildlife habitats, including, but not limited to, the 


preservation and enhancement of vegetation and prey species used by wildlife, such as waterfowl. The two 


most important types of wildlife habitat are riparian and wetland habitats. These habitats can be threatened by 


development, erosion, and sedimentation, as well as by poor water quality" (Section 2.1.20 of the Basin 
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In order to clarify sources of data used in the analysis, the sources listed for Figure 3.8-2 
of the Draft Program EIR are revised as follows: 


Source: AECOM May 4, 2009; NWI, 2008; Zone 7 Water Agency, 2009; USGS 
NHD; California Resource Agency, 2003; PBS&J, 2008 and 2009. 


The second paragraph on page 3.8-28 is revised as follows: 


For this analysis, surface waters include improved flood control or drainage 
channels, canals, intermittent/ephemeral river and stream channels asidentified_on 
USGS topographic _maps_or _GIS datasets; permanent river and stream channels; 
impoundments such as ponds, lakes, and reservoirs; and wetlands. Sources of data 
used to identify surface water features include USGS topographic maps or GIS 
datasets, National Wetlands Inventory (NWI), Zone 7 GIS datasets, and PBS&) 
reconnaissance-level surveys. Groundwater includes the Livermore Valley 
Groundwater Basin. 


8.3 As stated in the Draft Program EIR, the Hydromodification Management Plan (HM P) 
requirements do not include maintenance of the existing runoff hydrograph for storm 
events greater than the 10-year storm event, which could cause or contribute to 
downstream flooding (see page 3.8-39, last paragraph). This statement and impact analysis 
do not address potential impacts associated with hydrograph modification or requirements 
of the Municipal Regional Stormwater Permit (MRP) pertaining to water quality and 
downstream erosion potential. Instead, this statement and impact analysis refers to the 
potential for flooding. However, this sentence may incorrectly lead a reader to assume that 
portions of the study area may be within an area exempt from the Hydromodification 
Management (HM ) Standard. As such, text in the second sentence of the last paragraph on 
page 3.8-39 is revised as follows: 


Although the HM Standard, as described in the MRP and Hydromodification 
Management Plan (HMP) prepared by the Alameda County Clean Water 
Program,” would require that flows are maintained for low and moderate storm 
events (10 percent of the 2-year storm event up to the 10-year storm event) for 
discharges te—-mest-creeks—within from the study area, there is no standard for 
discharges to the local storm drain system and-for storm events above the 10-year 
storm event. 


8.4 As the commentor notes, the project would require a CWA Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification and/or an individual WDR issued by the SFBRWQCB. Therefore, the 
SFBRWQCB should be included in review of the Hydraulic and Hydrology Study 
identified in Mitigation Measure HY-1.1. As such, text for Mitigation Measure HY -1.1 
beginning on page 3.8-42 of the Draft Program EIR is revised as follows: 
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Alameda County Public Works Agency. Alameda County Clean Water Program. Hydrograph M odification 
Management Plan. M ay 15, 2005. 
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HY-1.1 Engineer Storm Drain System to Accommodate Design Flows. BART 
shall prepare a Hydraulic and Hydrology Study for the entire project to 
determine runoff rates and durations for the existing and proposed 
drainage system discharging into any local drainage system or natural 
drainage feature. BART shall submit the Hydraulic and Hydrology 
Study to Caltrans, the cities of Livermore and Pleasanton, Zone 7, 
SFBRWQCB, and ACCWP for review. The jurisdictional agencies’ 
engineering staff shall review the project drainage design. BART shall 
evaluate the comments and any proposed revisions for potential 
incorporation into the project design, as appropriate. 


Compliance with SFBRWQCB conditions of the CWA Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification and/or potentially an individual WDR, including any revisions to proposed 
drainage designs based on the SFBRWQCEB review of the Hydraulic and Hydrology Study, 
would be required under existing regulations. 


8.5 The commentor notes that the Dewatering Operations and M anagement Plan (M itigation 
Measure HY -1.2 on page 3.8-43 of the Draft Program EIR) is also subject to review and 
approval by the SFRWQCB. However, permanent groundwater dewatering on water 
quality would be subject to conditions and restrictions identified in an individual 
WDR/National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit or Treated 
Groundwater Dewatering WDR, as required by the SFBRWQCB and as part of existing 
regulatory requirements. 


For an individual WDR/NPDES permit, the SFBRWQCB already requires a complete 
characterization of the discharge that includes, but is not limited to, design and actual 
flows, a list of constituents and the discharge concentration of each constituent, a list of 
other appropriate waste discharge characteristics, a description and schematic drawing of 
all treatment processes, a description of any Best M anagement Practices (BM Ps) used, and 
a description of disposal methods. If the SFBRWQCB determines that an assessment of 
potential effects of project dewatering on downstream flooding is necessary to define 
conditions and restrictions of an individual WDR/NPDES permit for protecting water 
quality, the SFBRWQCB may, at its discretion, request such information under existing 
regulatory requirements. 


In accordance with Treated Groundwater Discharge WDR, water quality effluent 
limitations, reclamation and land discharge specifications, receiving water limitations, 
groundwater limitations, and monitoring and reporting requirements are required. The 
proposed treatment system and associated operation, maintenance, and monitoring plans 
must be submitted to the SFRWQCB under existing regulatory requirements. 


Therefore, existing regulatory requirements provide the SFRWQCB with pertinent 
information and authority regarding groundwater dewatering for protection of water 
quality. Additionally, Response 8.4 of this document identifies text revisions to M itigation 
Measure HY -1.1 to include the SFRWQCB in the list of agencies to which the Hydraulic 
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and Hydrology Study is submitted for review. Impact HY-1 and Mitigation Measure 
HY -1.2 (see pages 3.8-37 to 3.8-42) address impacts and mitigation associated with 
flooding potential, not water quality or hydrograph modification. As such, no 
modifications to M itigation M easure HY -1.2 are warranted. 


8.6 To clarify the existing regulatory requirements regarding jurisdictional waters, the first 
sentence of the second paragraph on page 3.8-44 of the Draft Program EIR is revised as 
follows: 


Work within creeks, as required for implementation of new or expanded creek 
crossings, would require compliance with an individual WDR (‘Waters of the 
State’) or a CWA 404 Permit; and CWA Section 401 Water Quality Certification 
(‘Waters of the U.S.’), and a Streambed A Iteration A greement. 


8.7 Specific creek crossing designs will be developed when a preferred alternative is proposed. 
Please refer to Master Response 1 of this document, regarding the level of detail for 
analysis of impacts and mitigation measures that is appropriate in a programmatic 
environmental document. Existing regulatory requirements are explicitly stated in each 
impact analysis discussion, used in identifying factors that may minimize potential project 
effects, and incorporated into programmatic mitigation measures where appropriate to 
guide more detailed mitigation to be determined when a specific project is proposed. 


8.8 BART acknowledges that stormwater treatment measures should be included in the site 
plans at the stage of facility design. Stormwater quality treatment would have to comply 
with the current term municipal stormwater NPDES permit, including the HM Standard 
and Low Impact Development (LID) source control BMPs, site design BMPs, and 
stormwater treatment BM Ps for Regulated Projects, such as the project. Please refer to 
Section 6 of this document regarding text changes to page 3.8-25 of the Draft Program EIR 
on the new regulation (Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit). 


8.9 BART acknowledges the special nature of the vernal pool habitat on the Greenville Y ard 
property. In order to evaluate the worst-case scenario, the Draft Program EIR assumed 
that the possible Greenville Y ard used BART's entire Greenville property. A project-level 
design may demonstrate that it is possible to avoid the most biologically sensitive areas of 
the site and still provide a workable BART maintenance area. BART acknowledges that 
the SFBRWQCB has stated its position that it is not likely to issue permits for projects that 
impact significant amounts of designated critical habitat. Please refer to M aster Response 7 
of this document, regarding the Greenville Y ard, wetland and vernal pool species and their 
critical habitat, and the feasibility of mitigation. In addition, a discussion of the CWA and 
Section 404 are included in the Draft Program EIR (see page 3.9-35, paragraph 5, and 
page 3.9-36, paragraph 6). As provided in Mitigation Measure BIO-1.2, BART must 
obtain a CWA Section 404 permit and comply with its requirements. As the comment 
notes, the requirements for obtaining a permit include preparation of an alternatives 
analysis and selection of the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative. 
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8.10 As the SFBRWQCB no longer issues waivers of WDRs, the fourth sentence of the first 
paragraph on page 3.9-40 of the Draft Program EIR is revised as follows: 


Historically, California relied on its authority under Section 401 of the CWA to 
regulate discharges of dredge or fill material to California waters. That section 
requires an applicant to obtain “water quality certification” from the SWRCB 
through its RWQCBs to ensure compliance with state water quality standards 
before certain federal licenses or permits may be issued. The permits subject to 
Section 401 include permits for discharge of dredge or fill materials (CWA Section 
404 permits) issued by the USACE. Waste discharge requirements under the 
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act were historically typicaHy waived for 
projects that required certification; however, the San Francisco Bay RWQCB no 
longer issues waivers of Water Discharge Requirements or WDRs, and _ all 
certifications are now issued in combination with SWRCB Order No. 2003 - 0017 
- DWQ, General Waste Discharge Requirements for Dredge and Fill Discharges 
That Have Received State Water Quality Certification. 


8.11 As noted in the comment, the SFBRWQCB usually asserts jurisdiction over roadside 
drainages. Based on available information, it was determined that potential wetlands and 
roadside drainages could be present with several of the BART extension alternatives, but 
would have to be field verified by a wetland delineation, as described in Mitigation 
Measure BIO-1.1. The degree of impact on the drainages would vary depending on which 
alternative were selected as the preferred alternative. It should be noted though, as stated 
in the Draft Program EIR, that project designs have not been finalized and could potentially 
avoid these wetland features (see page 3.9-44, paragraph 1). The impact is identified as 
“potentially significant” because such impacts may be avoided, not because the ditches 
have relatively low habitat value. Measures would be developed at the project level to 
mitigate any significant drainage impacts. Also see Master Response 1, regarding the 
adequacy of mitigation measures in a program EIR. 


8.12 Please refer to Master Response 7 of this document, regarding the Greenville Y ard, and 
M aster Response 1, regarding the level of detail appropriate to a program versus a project 
EIR. If the BART Board wishes to select an alternative that includes the Greenville Y ard 
as its preferred alternative, then further consultation with the resource agencies will be 
warranted to determine the feasibility of mitigating impacts and obtaining requisite permits 
for development of the site. BART acknowledges that, if mitigation is determined to be 
infeasible based on such consultations, the Draft Program EIR may have to be revised and 
recirculated to address any unmitigable significant impacts to wetland and vernal pool 
species and critical habitat within the Greenville Y ard, if the BART Board wishes to select 
an alternative that includes the Greenville Yard based on overriding considerations. 
However, it would not be appropriate to remove alternatives from consideration in the 
Final Program EIR and eliminate them from consideration by the BART Board of 
Directors. Rather, the BART Board will consider the merits of the alternatives, including 
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8.13 


8.14 


8.15 


the biological resource issues, and will balance the environmental impacts with the 
environmental benefits when selecting the preferred alternative. 


See Response 8.12 above and refer to Master Response 7 of this document, regarding the 
Greenville Y ard, and to Master Response 1 regarding the level of detail for analysis of 
impacts and mitigation measures that is appropriate in a programmatic environmental 
document. Please also see responses to Comment Letter 1 from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. 


See Response 8.12 above and refer to Master Response 7 of this document, regarding the 
Greenville Y ard, and to Master Response 1 regarding the level of detail for analysis of 
impacts and mitigation measures that is appropriate in a programmatic environmental 
document. Although, Altamont Creek is not pointed out specifically in the impact 
summaries of Table 3.9-5 of the Draft Program EIR (see page 3.9-46), each alternative 
impact description states the number of watercourses and approximate acreage of wetland 
impacts which would include the watercourse acreages as well. Additionally, the 
watercourses names are pointed out in the Impact BIO-1 of the Draft Program EIR for each 
alternative (see pages 3.9-44 to 3.9-55). Specific creek crossing designs will be developed 
when a specific project is proposed. However, in order to be consistent within the impact 
summaries, the last sentence for Alternatives 1, la, 1b, and 4 that summarizes impacts to 
Wetlands, Waters of the U.S., and Waters of the State within Table 3.9-5 of the Draft 
Program EIR on pages 3.9-46 to 3.9-48 is revised as shown on the following pages. 


See M aster Response 1 regarding the appropriate level of detail in a program versus project 
EIR, and Master Response 7 regarding the Greenville Y ard. The definition of “mitigation” 
in CEQA Guidelines Section 15370 includes avoidance and minimization of impacts. Since 
the specific extent of impacts, timing and amount of mitigation and mitigation sites cannot 
be identified until a specific project is proposed, it is not clear what a programmatic 
“conceptual mitigation plan” as requested by the commenter would contain. As noted 
above, Mitigation M easure BIO-1.2 requires BART to obtain a CWA Section 404 permit 
and the requirements for obtaining a permit include preparation of an alternatives analysis 
and selection of the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative. In addition, 
BART acknowledges that the state’s “no net loss of wetlands” policy would apply and that 
SFBRWQCB generally requires permittees to take into account temporal impacts and the 
distance between impact and mitigation sites to determine the amount of mitigation. 
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Table 3.9-5 


Comparative Biological Resources Impacts of BART Extension Alternatives 


1- 


la - 


Alternative 


Greenville East 


Downtown 
Greenville East 
viaUPRR 


Wetlands, Waters of 
the U.S., Waters of 
the State 


This alternative has the 
potential to impact the 
greatest number of 
watercourses and wetland 
habitat. Nine 
watercourses and 
approximately 24 acres of 
potential wetlands are 
located within a 1,000- 
foot buffer centered on 
the alignment. W etland 
areas could be present 
within grassland habitat 
north of 1-580, the 
proposed Isabel/|-580 and 
Greenville-E ast station 
footprints, and Greenville 
Yard. The Isabel/l-580 
Station footprint is within 
an unnamed tributary to 
Arroyo las Positas and 
Arroyo las Positas. The 
Greenville Y ard footprint 
is within Altamont Creek. 


This alternative also has 
the potential to impact a 
moderate amount of 
wetland habitat and 
watercourses. Seven 
watercourses and 
approximately 20 acres of 
potential wetlands are 
located within a 1,000- 
foot buffer centered on 
the alignment. Potential 
wetland habitat is present 
along El Charro Road and 
the UPRR, and within the 
Greenville East Station 


Swainson’s Hawk 
Foraging Habitat 


Special-status Plants 
and Habitat 


Due to the amount of 
undeveloped land that this 
alternative could impact, 
including land north of 
1-580, the Isabel/I-580 
Station, and the 
Greenville Y ard and 
Station, this alternative 
has the greatest potential 
to impact habitat for 
special-status plants. 
Approximately 800 acres 
of potential habitat lies 
within a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alignment. 


Approximately 276 acres 
of potential Swainson’s 
hawk foraging habitat 
would be impacted. This 
habitat is located within 
the Greenville Station and 
Greenville Y ard areas of 
the alternative. 


Similar to Alternative 1, 
this alternative would 
result in the development 
of a large amount of 
currently undeveloped 
land, largely associated 
with the Greenville Y ard 
and Station. 
Approximately 555 acres 
of potential special-status 
plant habitat occurs within 
a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alignment. 


The impact from this 
alternative is the same as 
Alternative 1. 


Special-status 
Amphibians and 
Reptiles, and Habitat 


This alternative has the 
potential to impact the 
greatest amount of 
potential CTS aquatic 
habitat. Approximately 
12.5 acres of potential 
aquatic CTS habitat is 
located with a 1,000-foot 
buffer centered on the 
alignment, located north 
of 1-580 between 
Livermore A venue and 
the Las Colinas Road 
overcrossing, and at the 
Greenville Y ard. 


This impact has the 
potential to impact a 
moderate amount of 
potential habitat for 
CRLF and WPT; 
approximately 31 acres of 
potential habitat for both 
species is present in the 
watercourses this 
alternative would cross. 


This alternative has the 
potential to impact a 
moderate amount of 
potential CTS aquatic 
habitat. Approximately 
5.5 acres of potential 
aquatic CTS habitat is 
located within a 1,000-foot 
buffer centered on the 
alignment, primarily 
located within the 
Greenville Y ard. 

A moderate amount of 
CRLF habitat could be 
impacted under this 


Special-status Vernal 
Pool Invertebrates 
and Vernal Pool 
Fairy Shrimp 
Critical H abitat 


This alternative would 
impact the greatest amount 
of potential vernal pool 
invertebrate habitat. 
Between 10 and 15 acres 
of potential habitat is 
located in a 1,000-foot 
buffer centered on the 
alternative. Potential 
habitat is located north of 
1-580, along the track 
south of the Greenville 
East Station, and at the 
Isabel/l-580 Station and 
Greenville Y ard. 


Approximately 113 acres 


of vernal pool fairy shrimp 


critical habitat (8 percent 
of the habitat located in 
Alameda County) would 
be impacted with the 
development of the 
Greenville Y ard. 


This alternative would 
impact a moderate amount 
of potential vernal pool 
invertebrate habitat; 
between 3 and 5 acres of 
potential habitat is located 
in a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alternative. Potential 
habitat is located along the 
track south of the 
Greenville East Station 
and at the Greenville 

Y ard. 


This alternative would 


California C entral 
Coast Steelhead 


No CCCS habitat would 
be impacted. 


Arroyo Mocho supports 
CCCS; this alterative 
would run along Arroyo 
M ocho for approximately 
4 miles and cross Arroyo 
Mocho 7 times 


Trees, Heritage Trees 
and Tree Preservation 


This alternative could 
impact a fair amount of 
trees, due to its length. 
Trees are located along 
11.5-miles of I-580 and 
within the Isabel/!-580 
Station, Greenville East 
Station, and Greenville 
Y ard. 


This alternative could 
impact a moderate amount 
of trees, due to its length 
(13.1 miles long) and 
location along El Charro 
Road and Stanley 
Boulevard. Trees are also 
present along the UPRR 
and at the Greenville E ast 
Station and Greenville 

Y ard. 
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Wetlands, Waters of 
the U.S., Waters of 


Alternative the State 


Table 3.9-5 
Comparative Biological Resources Impacts of BART Extension Alternatives 


Swainson’s Hawk 
Foraging Habitat 


Special-status Plants 
and Habitat 


Special-status 
Amphibians and 
Reptiles, and Habitat 


Special-status Vernal 
Pool Invertebrates 
and Vernal Pool 
Fairy Shrimp 
Critical H abitat 


California C entral 
Coast Steelhead 


Trees, Heritage Trees 
and Tree Preservation 


lb - 


and Greenville Y ard. The 
Greenville Y ard footprint 
is within Altamont Creek. 


This alternative has the 
potential to impact a 
moderate amount of 
wetland habitat and 
watercourses. Seven 
watercourses and 
approximately 15 acres of 
potential wetlands are 
located within a 1,000- 
foot buffer centered on 
the alignment. Potential 
wetland habitat is present 
along El Charro Road and 
within the Greenville East 
Station and Greenville 
Yard. The Greenville 

Y ard footprint is within 
Altamont Creek. 


Downtown 
Greenville East 
viaSPRR 


As with Alternative 1 and The impact from this 
la, this alternative will alternative is the same as 
resultin the development Alternative 1. 

of a large amount of 

currently undeveloped 

land. Approximately 580 

acres of potential special - 

status plant habitat is 

located within a 1,000- 

foot buffer centered on 

the alignment. 


alternative. 

Approximately 31 acres of 
potential CRLF habitat is 
located within a 1,000-foot 
buffer centered on the 
alignment that includes the 
watercourses this 
alternative would cross. 


A large amount of 
potential WPT habitat 
could be impacted under 
this alternative. 
Approximately 95 acres of 
potential WPT habitat is 
located within a 1,000-foot 
buffer centered on the 
alignment. In addition to 
the watercourses this 
alternative would cross, 
potential WPT habitat is 
located along the Chain of 
Lakes. 


Potential impacts on CTS 
from this alternative would 
be relatively small. 
Approximately 1.5 acres 
of potential CTS aquatic 
habitat is located within a 
1,000-foot buffer centered 
on the alignment. 


Impacts on CRLF and 
WPT would also be 
similar, but slightly less 
than under Alternative 1a. 
Approximately 30 acres of 
potential CRLF habitat 
and 94 acres of potential 
WPT habitat are located 
within a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the alignment. 


have the same impact on 
vernal pool fairy shrimp 
critical habitat as 
Alternative 1. 


This alternative would 
have the same impact on 
CCCS habitat as 
Alternative 1a. 


This alternative would 
impact a minor amount of 
potential vernal pool 
invertebrate habitat; 
between 0.5 and 2 acres of 
potential habitat is located 
in a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alternative. Potential 
habitat is primarily located 
at the Greenville Y ard. 


This alternative would 
have the same impact on 
vernal pool fairy shrimp 
critical habitat as 
Alternative 1. 


This alternative would 
have the same impact as 
Alternative la. Trees are 
located adjacent to 

El Charro Road, north of 
Stanley Boulevard, along 
the SPRR right-of-way, 
and at the Greenville East 
Station and Greenville 

Y ard 
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Wetlands, Waters of 
the U.S., Waters of 


Special-status Plants 


Table 3.9-5 
Comparative Biological Resources Impacts of BART Extension Alternatives 


Swainson’s Hawk 


Special-status 
Amphibians and 


Special-status Vernal 
Pool Invertebrates 
and Vernal Pool 


Fairy Shrimp California Central 


Trees, Heritage Trees 
and Tree Preservation 


Alternative the State and Habitat Foraging Habitat Reptiles, and H abitat Critical H abitat Coast Steelhead 
2- Las Positas This alternative has the Similar to Alternative 1, No potential Swainson’s A moderate amount of This alternative would NoCCCS habitat would = Similar to Alternative 1, 

potential to impact a this alternative has the hawk foraging habitat potential aquatic CTS impact a moderate amount be impacted. this alternative could 
moderate amount of potential to impact would be impacted. habitat could be impacted of potential vernal pool impact a fair amount of 
wetland habitat and undeveloped land under this alternative. invertebrate habitat; trees. Trees are located 
watercourses. Eight including land north of Approximately 8 acres of | between 7 and 9 acres of along |-580, within the 
watercourses and 1-580 and the Isabel/|-580 potential CTS aquatic potential habitat is located Isabel/I-580 Station and 
approximately 19 acres of Station. There is habitat is located withina in a1,000-foot buffer Vasco Road Stations area, 
potential wetlands are approximately 575 acres 1,000-foot buffer centered centered on the and the V asco Y ard. 
located within a 1,000- of potential special-status on the alignment, located alternative. Potential 
foot buffer centered on plant habitat located primarily north of 1-580. — habitat is located north of 
the alignment. Potential within a 1,000-foot buffer A moderate amount of 1-580, along the track 
wetland habitat is present centered on the CRLF and CTS habitat north of the V asco Y ard, 
within the proposed alignment. could be impacted under and at the Isabel/I-580 
Isabel/I-580 Station and this alternative, similar to Station. 
along the UPRR. Alternative 1. No vernal pool fairy 

Approximately 30 acres of shrimp critical habitat 

potential CRLF habitat, would be impacted. 

and 30 acres of potential 

WPT habitat is located in 

within a 1,000-foot buffer 

centered on the alignment, 

located primarily along 

watercourses this alterative 

would cross. 

2a- Downtown- This alternative has the This alternative has the N-o-potential Swainsen's This alternative has the This alternative would This alternative would Similar to Alternatives 1a 
V asco potential to impact a potential to impact less hawk foraging habitat potential to impact a impact a moderate amount have thesameimpacton and 1b, this alternative 


moderate amount of 
wetland habitat and 
watercourses. Six 
watercourses and 
approximately 18 acres of 
potential wetlands are 
located within a 1,000- 
foot buffer centered on 
the alignment. Potential 
wetland habitat is present 
along El Charro Road and 
the UPRR. 


undeveloped land 
compared to Alternatives 
1, la, 1b, and 2. 
Approximately 320 acres 
of potential special-status 
plant habitat is located 
within a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alignment. 


Approximately 3.7 acres 
of potential Swainson’s 
hawk foraging habitat 
would be impacted. This 
habitat is located within 
the tailtracks of the 


alignment 


relatively small amount of 
potential CTS aquatic 
habitat; approximately 5 
acres of potential CTS 
aquatic habitat, located 
primarily along the 
tailtracks northeast of the 
Vasco Y ard, lies within a 
1,000-foot buffer centered 
on the alignment. 

Impacts on potential 
CRLF and WPT habitat is 
similar to impacts 
associated with A |ternative 


CCCS habitat as 
Alternative la. 


of potential vernal pool 
invertebrate habitat; 
between 4 and 6 acres of 
potential habitat is located 
in a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alternative. Potential 
habitat is primarily located 
along the track north of 
the Vasco Y ard. 

No vernal pool fairy 
shrimp critical habitat 
would be impacted. 


could impact a moderate 
amount of trees. Trees 
are located along 

El Charro Road, north of 
Stanley Boulevard, along 
the UPRR, at the 
Downtown Livermore 
Station and V asco Road 
Station, and at the Vasco 
Y ard 
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Wetlands, Waters of 
the U.S., Waters of 


Table 3.9-5 
Comparative Biological Resources Impacts of BART Extension Alternatives 


Special-status Plants Swainson’s Hawk 


Special-status 
Amphibians and 


Special-status Vernal 
Pool Invertebrates 
and Vernal Pool 


Fairy Shrimp California Central 


Trees, Heritage Trees 
and Tree Preservation 


Alternative the State and Habitat Foraging Habitat Reptiles, and Habitat Critical H abitat Coast Steelhead 
la. Approximately 28 
acres of potential CRLF 
habitat and 92 acres of 
potential WPT habitat are 
located within a 1,000-foot 
buffer centered on the 
alignment. 

3- Portola This alternative could Similar to Alternative 2a, No potential Swainson’s No potential CTS aquatic This alternative would No CCCS habitat would — This alternative could 
impact a moderate amount _ this alternative would hawk foraging habitat habitat would be impacted. impact a relatively small be impacted. impact a fair amount of 
of watercourses but a impact less undeveloped would be impacted. This alternative would amount of potential vernal tress. Trees are located 
relatively small amount of — land that could support impact a relatively small Pool invertebrate habitat; along !-580, within the 
wetland habitat. Five special-status plant amount of potential CRLF between 0.5 and 2 acres of Isabel/l-580 and the 
watercourses and species. Approximately and WPT habitat. potential habitat is located Downtown Livermore 
approximately 5 acres of 275 acres of potential Approximately 12 acres of ina 1,000-foot buffer Stations, and at the 
potential wetlands are special-status plant habitat potential CRLF habitat centered on the Portola/Railroad Y ard. 
located within a 1,000- located within a 1,000- and 12 acres of potential alternative. Potential 
foot buffer centered on foot buffer centered on WPT habitat is located habitat is primarily located 
the alignment. Potential the alignment. within a 1,000-foot buffer at the I sabel/I-580 Station. 
wetland habitat is present centered on the alignment, No vernal pool fairy 
along |-580 and within the located along watercourses shrimp critical habitat 
Isabel/I-580 Station. this alignment would would be impacted. 

cross, including an 
unnamed drainage at the 
Isabel/!-580 Station. 
3a- Railroad This alternative has the Compared to the other No potential Swainson’s No potential CTS aquatic This alternative would As with Alternative 1a, Similar to Alternatives 1a, 


potential to impact a 
moderate amount of 
wetland habitat and 
watercourses. Five 
watercourses and 
approximately 12 acres of 
potential wetlands are 
located within a 1,000- 
foot buffer centered on 
the alignment. Potential 
wetland habitat is located 
primarily along El Charro 
Road and within the 
Isabel/Stanley Station. 


alternatives, this hawk foraging habitat 
alternative would impact a would be impacted. 
smaller amount of 

undeveloped land. 

Approximately 180 acres 

of potential special-status 

plant habitat located 

within a 1,000-foot buffer 

centered on the 

alignment. 


habitat would be impacted. 
Impacts on potential 

CRLF and WPT habitat is 
similar to impacts 
associated with 
Alternatives 1a and 2a. 
Approximately 26 acres of 
potential CRLF habitat 
and 90 acres of potential 
WPT habitat are located 
within a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the alignment. 


this alternative would 
parallel Arroyo M ocho for 
approximately 4 miles and 
cross Arroyo Mocho 7 


impact a relatively small 
amount of potential vernal 
pool invertebrate habitat; 
between 0.5 and 2 acres of 
potential habitat is located 
in a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alternative. Potential 
habitat is primarily located 
at the Isabel/Stanley 
Station. 

No vernal pool fairy 
shrimp critical habitat 
would be impacted. 


of the Isabel/Stanley 
Station would impact 
additional CCCS habitat. 


times. In addition, the use 


1b, and 2a, this alternative 
could impact a moderate 
amount of trees. Trees 
are located along 

El Charro Road, north of 
Stanley Boulevard, at the 
Downtown Livermore 
Station, and at the 
Portola/Railroad Y ard 


BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments 


June 2010 


Page 4-80 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 


4 Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 


Alternative 


Wetlands, Waters of 
the U.S., Waters of 
the State 


Table 3.9-5 


Comparative Biological Resources Impacts of BART Extension Alternatives 


Swainson’s Hawk 
Foraging Habitat 


Special-status Plants 
and Habitat 


Special-status 
Amphibians and 
Reptiles, and Habitat 


Special-status Vernal 
Pool Invertebrates 
and Vernal Pool 
Fairy Shrimp 
Critical H abitat 


California C entral 
Coast Steelhead 


Trees, Heritage Trees 
and Tree Preservation 


4- 


5- 


Isabel/I 


Quarry 


-580 


This alternative would 
have the smallest potential 
impact watercourses and 
wetland resources. Six 
watercourses and 
approximately 5 acres of 
potential wetlands are 
located within a 1,000- 
foot buffer centered on 
the alignment. Potential 
wetland habitat is located 
at the |sabel/I-580 
Station. The Isabel/I-580 
Station footprint is within 
an unnamed tributary to 
Arroyo las Positas and 


Arroyo las Positas. 


This alternative would 
cross the fewest number of 
watercourses (four), but a 
fair amount of wetland 
habitat (approximately 11 
acres) is located within a 
1,000-foot buffer centered 
on the alignment, due to 
its proximity to Arroyo 

M ocho along EI Charro 
Road and within the 
Isabel/Stanley Station. 


No potential Swainson’s 
hawk foraging habitat 
would be impacted. 


Similar to Alternatives 2a 
and 3, this alternative 
would impact less 
undeveloped land that 
could support special- 
status plant species. 
Approximately 230 acres 
of potential special-status 
plant habitat located 
within a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alignment. 


No potential Swainson’s 
hawk foraging habitat 
would be impacted. 


This alternative would 
impact the least amount of 
potential special-status 
plant habitat; 
approximately 125 acres 
is located within a 1,000- 
foot buffer centered on 
the alignment. 


No potential CTS aquatic 
habitat would be impacted. 
Approximately 12 acres of 
potential CRLF habitat 
and 12 acres of potential 
WPT habitat is located 
within a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the alignment. 


No potential CTS habitat 
would be impacted. 
Impacts on potential 

CRLF and WPT habitat is 
similar to impacts 
associated with 
Alternatives la, 2a and 3a. 
Approximately 23 acres of 
potential CRLF habitat 
and 87 acres of potential 
WPT habitat are located 
within a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the alignment. 


This alternative would 
have same impact as 
Alternative 3. 

No vernal pool fairy 
shrimp critical habitat 
would be impacted. 


This alternative would 
have same impact as 
Alternative 3a. 

No vernal pool fairy 
shrimp critical habitat 
would be impacted. 


No CCCS habitat would 
be impacted. 


This alternative would 
have the same impact on 
CCCS habitat as 
Alternative 3a. 


As this alternative is the 
shortest, it would have the 
least potential impact on 
trees, which could be 
located along the 5.2-mile 
long alignment and at the 
Isabel/I-580 Station. 


Because of its route along 
El Charro Road and 
Stanley Boulevard, this 
alternative could impact a 
moderate amount of trees. 
Trees are also located at 
the Isabel/Stanley Station. 
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8.16 See Responses 8.12 to 8.15 above and refer to Master Response 7 regarding impacts to 
biological resources at Greenville Y ard and timing of surveys, and M aster Response 1 of 
this document, regarding the differences between program- and project-level analyses. 
Master Response 1 includes a discussion of the adequacy of the mitigation measures 
included in the Draft Program EIR. BART recognizes the importance of including the 
SFRWQCB in discussions regarding vernal pools, as it is a permitting authority for the 
project as discussed in the Draft Program EIR. 


8.17 Mitigation plans would be completed as part of the project-level design and environmental 
evaluation phase. Please see M aster Response 1, regarding the level of detail in a program 
versus project EIR. 


8.18 BART recognizes the importance of including the SFBRWQCB in discussions regarding 
vernal pools, and that vernal pools are Waters of the State with the Beneficial Use of 
Wildlife Habitat. The SFBRWQCB has been added to Mitigation Measure BIO-5.1 on 
page 3.9-65 as an agency for consultation. Mitigation Measure BIO-5.1 of the Draft 
Program EIR is revised as follows: 


BlO-5.1 Consult with USFWS and SFBRWQCB, and Reduce Impacts on Vernal 
Pool Invertebrates and Their Habitat. BART shall comply with the 
following steps to ensure protection of vernal pool invertebrates and 
their habitat. 


a. BART, in consultation with the USFWS and SFBRWQCB, shall 
either (1) conduct a protocol-level survey for federally listed vernal 
pool crustaceans, or (2) assume presence of federally-listed vernal 
pool crustaceans in areas of suitable habitat. Surveys shall be 
conducted by qualified biologists in accordance with the most 
recent USFWS guidelines or protocols to determine the time of 
year and survey methodology (survey timing for these species is 
dependent on yearly rainfall patterns and seasonal occurrences, and 
is determined on a case-by-case basis). The surveys may be done 
as part of the 404 permit process, if a 404 permit is required. 


If surveys along the selected BART extension alternative reveal no 
occurrences of federally listed vernal pool crustaceans, no further 
mitigation would be required. 


b. If surveys determine that one or more special-status vernal pool 
invertebrate species occurs along the selected BART extension 
alternative, or if BART, in consultation with the USFWS, assumes 
presence of federally-listed vernal pool invertebrates in all affected 
habitats, no net loss of habitat shall be achieved through avoidance, 


BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-82 
June 2010 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4 Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 


preservation, creation and/or purchase of credits. The selected 
measures may be part of the permitting process. 


c. Where feasible, all vernal pool invertebrate habitat shall be 
avoided. If habitat that can be avoided during construction 
activities is identified at a distance determined in consultation with 
USFWS, a USFWS-approved biologist (monitor) shall inspect any 
construction-related activities to ensure that no unnecessary take of 
listed species or destruction of their habitat occurs. BART will 
establish monitoring and reporting protocols to reduce impacts to 
vernal pool invertebrate species and habitat. 


d. BART shall ensure that an appropriate number of acres, as 
approved by USFWS and SFBRWQCB during consultation, are 
preserved to mitigate for direct or indirect impacts on vernal pool 
crustacean habitat. 


e. Water quality in the avoided wetlands shall be protected using 
erosion control techniques, such as silt fencing or straw waddles 
during construction in the watershed. This shall be completed in 
accordance with the State Construction Permit, as-outlined inthe 
NPDES General Permit No. CAS000002, Waste Discharge 
Requirements, Order No. 99-08-DWO 2009-0009-DWQ. 


Additionally, please refer to M aster Response 7 of this document, regarding the Greenville 
Y ard and the sensitive biological resources within the study area. In addition, BART 
would be required to complete focused biological surveys, prior to the permitting process, 
in order to quantify suitable habitat in the study area. An analysis of impacts to the 
California tiger salamander (CTS) is included in the Draft Program EIR, under Impact 
BIO-4, Special-status Amphibians and Reptiles (beginning on page 3.9-58, paragraph 2). 
As part of required habitat assessment identified in Mitigation Measure BIO-4.1a of the 
Draft Program EIR (see page 3.9-61, paragraph 2), BART would have to follow the 
prevailing USFWS Interim Guidance on Site Assessment and Field Surveys for 
Determining Presence or a Negative Finding of the California Tiger Salamander. The 
guidance would require an analysis of the known localities within 3.1 miles and the habitats 
types within 1.24 miles of the project site. If the BART Board selects an alignment 
alternative that includes the Greenville Y ard, the project-level EIR analyses would include 
Frick Lake and any potential impact to Frick Lake would be mitigated accordingly. 


8.19 BART recognizes the importance of including the SFBRWQCB in discussions of impacts 
related to in-water construction, and Mitigation Measure BIO-7.1 on page 3.9-70 of the 
Draft Program EIR is revised as follows: 


BIO-7.1 Avoid the Rainy Season During In-Water Construction (Alternatives 1a, 
lb, 2a, 3a, 5). BART will consult with the National Oceanic and 
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Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries, andéor CDFG, and 
SFBRWQCB (as applicable) to define the schedule for in-water work, 
as well as for work on bridges and/or culverts within the main channel 
of the Arroyo Mocho. If the waterway is not inundated, work may 
occur without restriction if approved by NOAA, and/or CDFG, and 
SFBRWQCB. 


8.20 Please refer to Master Response 1 of this document, regarding the differences between 
program- and project-level analyses. Master Response 1 includes a discussion of the 
adequacy of the mitigation measures included in the Draft Program EIR. In addition, 
BART acknowledges that, at this time, there are no mitigation banks for freshwater 
riverine habitat in the San Francisco Bay region and SFBRWQCB does not accept “in-lieu 
fee” mitigation for riverine habitat impacts. Mitigation Measure BIO-7.2 on page 3.9-70 
of the Draft Program EIR is revised as follows: 


BIO-7.2. Consult with NOAA Fisheries, USACE, CDFG and USACE 
SFBRWQCB (as applicable) and Mitigate for the Loss of Riverine 
Riparian Vegetation (Alternatives la, 1b, 2a, 3a, 5). If construction- 
related impacts on riverine (e.g. riparian woodland) riparian vegetation 
along or within the Arroyo Mocho occur, the impacts shall be 
mitigated by BART as determine in consultation with NOAA Fisheries, 
USACE, CDFG and SPE RNOEE (as applicable). aad the USACE. 


USACE Sips fe fund” foe siverine- aquatic bed habitat. Mitigation 


would occur in the form of in-kind mitigation or through the purchase 
of freshwater riverine habitat credits, if an approved mitigation bank 


exists at the time that a project proceeds. Detailed mitigation 
requirements shall be identified in the final regulatory agency permits. 


8.21 Please refer to the responses above, Master Response 7 regarding Greenville Y ard, and 
Master Response 1 of this document, regarding the differences between program- and 
project-level analyses. Master Response 1 includes a discussion of the adequacy of the 
mitigation measures included in the Draft Program EIR. 


8.22 Please refer to the responses above, Master Response 1 of this document, regarding the 
differences between program- and project-level analyses and M aster Response 7, regarding 
biological resources impacts and the feasibility of mitigating biological impacts at the 
possible Greenville Y ard site. Master Response 1 includes a discussion of the adequacy of 
the mitigation measures included in the Draft Program EIR. The Draft Program EIR does 
not restrict its analysis to alternatives utilizing properties which BART currently owns. Of 
the maintenance yard sites under consideration, only Greenville Y ard would use current 
BART -owned property. As the comment acknowledges, the Draft Program EIR concludes 
that the contribution to cumulative impact on critical habitat is potentially significant and 
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unavoidable. It would not be appropriate to drop alternatives from consideration in the 
Final Program EIR and eliminate them from consideration by the BART Board of 
Directors. Rather, the BART Board will consider the merits of the alternatives, including 
the biological resource issues raised by the comment, during the final hearing to select a 
preferred alternative. BART agrees that Alternatives 2, 2a, 3, 3a, 4 or 5 would avoid the 
potentially significant and unavoidable contribution to cumulative impacts associated with 
the Greenville Y ard. As discussed in Section 1.4 of this document, BART has introduced a 
new Alternative 2b, a hybrid of Alternatives 2a and 3. One of the important benefits of 
Alternative 2b is that it would avoid the adverse impacts to biological resources associated 
with the Greenville Y ard site. 


S823 BART will develop a complete mitigation plan with an appropriate level of detail and cost 
estimates when project-level design and environmental review is conducted. Please refer to 
the responses above and to M aster Response 7 of this document, regarding the Greenville 
Yard. In addition, please refer to Master Response 1 regarding the adequacy of the 
mitigation measures included in the Draft Program EIR. BART acknowledges that the 
SFRWQCB has stated its opinion that the biological resource impacts at the Greenville 
Yard site may not be mitigable or may require mitigation so extensive and costly as to 
render the alternatives that include the Greenville Y ard non-viable. If the BART Board 
wishes to select an alternative that includes the Greenville Y ard as its preferred alternative, 
then further consultation with the resource agencies will be warranted to determine the 
feasibility of mitigating impacts and obtaining requisite permits for development of the site. 
Based on further consultation with the resource agencies, BART may conclude that use of 
the Greenville Y ard site for maintenance activities would be infeasible because no feasible 
mitigation measures are available to avoid or reduce impacts to the sensitive biological 
resources at the Greenville Y ard site. Therefore, BART acknowledges that if the BART 
Board decides to select the Greenville Y ard as part of the preferred alternative, BART may 
have to revise and recirculate the Draft Program EIR to address any unmitigable significant 
impacts to biological resources. 


Additionally, the Eastern Alameda County Conservation Strategy (EACCS) is being 
developed with the Greenville Y ard area buildout included. The EACCS cites the City of 
Livermore General Plan which includes the Greenville Y ard area within the Livermore 
Urban Growth Boundary, including the following designations NMH - Neighborhood 
Mixed High Density; OSP - Parks, Trail Ways, Recreation Corridors, and Protected 
Areas; CF-S - School general; and ULM/UH-4 - Urban Low Medium Residential/U rban 
High Residential 4= 18-22 d.u./a.c.*° The EACCS includes the northern portion of the 
Greenville Y ard as part of the Urban/Developed Land Designation; however, they did not 
include the BART owned property within the Urban/D eveloped L and designation. ”’ 


6 City of Livermore General Plan 2003 - 2025, as amended J une 2009. 
*7 East Alameda County Conservation Strategy. East Alameda County Conservation Strategy Document 
(Working Draft). Available on-line at http://ww. eastalco-conservation. org/documents. html. 
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Letter 9 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 


SCOTT HAGGERTY 
SUPERVISOR, FIRST DISTRICT 


January 20, 2010 


BART Planning Department 
300 Lakeside Drive 
Oakland, CA 94612 

Attn: Malcolm Quint 


Re: BART to Livermore Extension Draft Program EIR dated November 2009 
Dear Mr, Quint: 


As the representative for District | on the Alameda County Board Supervisors, which encompasses the 
BART to Livermore Extension Draft Program EIR study area, | have participated in the hearings 
regarding the nine Alternatives currently under study. Now that those hearings are concluded, I want to go 
on record that | am opposed to Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5; all of which utilize the El Charro/Chain 
of Lakes right of way alignment. Consideration of a resolution by the Alameda County Board of 
Supervisors supporting this position is scheduled for its board meeting on January 26. 


The right of way required of the El Charro/Chain of Lakes alignment between 1-580 and Stanley 
Boulevard, lies within the County’s jurisdiction and the impacted Staples Ranch portion of the alignment 
which is also owned by Alameda County. The County will certainly oppose the provision of any right of 
way Within its Staples Ranch property or within that portion of its jurisdiction that includes the Chain of 
Lakes. 


There are several reasons for our opposition to the Alternatives which include the El Charro/Chain of 
Lakes alignment, First there are the negative impacts on Alameda County as a result of the proposed aerial 
structure and right of way which ignores over five years of development planning on Staples Ranch, 
Second, other jurisdictions and agencies are taking strong stances against the E] Charro/Chain of Lakes 
alignment due to both the uncertain existing geotechnical conditions and future plans for that area, Finally, 
the El Charro/Chain of Lakes aligninent to Livermore will result in the greatest number of conflicts with 
the existing Union Pacific railroad corridor and the residential neighborhoods in Livermore, 
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Page 2 of 2 
January 20, 2010 
BART Planning Department Ji 


As the process for the BART to Livermore Extension Draft Program EIR concludes, I strongly 
recommend that Alternatives La, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5 are not considered as viable options in the final EIR 
document. Fortunately, the EIR identifies four other Alternatives which are viable solutions to 
accomplish our long standing goal of extending BART to Livermore. J sincerely appreciate your efforts 
and J look forward to continuing to work with BART to realize this goal. 


Sincerely, 


Scott Haggerty 
First District Supervisor 


c: Other Members, Alameda County Board of Supervisors 
Susan Muranishi, County Administrator 
Mayor Jennifer Hosterman, City of Pleasanton 
Mayor Marshal] Kamena, City of Livermore 
Mayor Tim Sbranti, City Dublin 
Council Members, Cities of Dublin, Livermore, Pleasanton 
John McPartland, BART Director, District 5 
Dorothy Dugger, BART General Manager 
Zone 7 Board of Directors 
Chris Bazar, County Community Development Agency 
Pat Cashman, County Surplus Property Authority 
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Letter9 Alameda County Board of Supervisors 


9.1 Please refer to M aster Response 3 regarding the Chain of Lakes area, and M aster Response 
4 regarding Staples Ranch. The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the 
alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 
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phone 

So e70seo 
ine 

510 E0793 


yeewacgovors cds 


10.1 


ALAMEDA COUNTY COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY 


PLANNING DEPARTMENT 


January 21, 2010 


Mr. Malcolm Quint 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeside Drive, 16th Floor 

Oakland, CA 94612 


Re: BART to Livermore Extension Draft EIR 


Dear Mr. Quint: 


ILis with great interest and desire for success to extend BART to Livermore that the 
County of Alameda Planning Department submits the following comments, 


As the local agency responsible for land use decisions in the unincorporated areas of 
Alameda County, we are primarily concerned with the substantial land use effects of some 
of the alternatives on areas within our jurisdiction. We administer the East County Arca 
Plan, a part of the Alameda County General Plan that established the urban growth 
boundary cited in the DEIR. We appreciate the recognition in the Summary (Table S-2; 
and land use section) that the Greenville station is likely to result in development outside 
the urban growth boundary, While it is true that state law exempts the Bay Area Rapid 
Transit District (District) from having to identify significant land use impacts under 
CEQA in the DEIR, the appearance of disregarding the growth boundary as a very serious 
obstacle to development of this station does not appear to serve the District's or County's 
interests. 


For this and other reasons, we would generally endorse the alternative with the least 
impact to areas outside the growth boundary, including Alternatives 2., and to the extent 
that land use cffects outside the growth boundary are limited at the Isabel/580 or 
Isabel/Stanlcy stations, Alternatives 3 or 3.a, It may be that the limited effect of the latter 
two stations outside the urban growth boundary may be able to be resolved through the 
environmental review process. 


Although we have a number of other comments, such as a desire for a nearer-term mode! 
year, such as 2020, and that a more integrated analysis of land use and transportation 
would be highly desirable, we are limiting our comments at this time. We may submit 
additional comments at a later time, that we hope will contribute to the preparation of the 
Final EIR, but at this time we wish to simply congratulate you and your consultants on a 
job well done, 


Singerely, 


Albert Lopez, Planning Director 


cc: Planning Commission 
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Letter 10 Alameda County Community Development Agency 


10.1 


BART is aware of the significance of potential station development beyond Alameda 
County’s Urban Growth Boundary (UGB); it is not the intent of the language of the Draft 
Program EIR to disregard that significance. Although California Government Code 
Section 53090 exempts BART from complying with local land use policy (see page 3.3-1, 
paragraph 4), the location of the Greenville East Station footprint beyond the UGB was 
included in Table S-2 of the Draft Program EIR. As suggested by the title of the table, 
Comparative Summary of Key Environmental Considerations, all characteristics within the 
table are considered “major environmental issues,” and are described in the Draft Program 
EIR (see page S-11, paragraph 3). Included in Table S-2 is the potential conflict between 
the Greenville East Station footprint and the UGB, specifically to call readers’ attention to 
the issue such that they may easily compare the key environmental differentiators among 
the alternatives, and allow the reader to assess the analysis in a critical manner. 


Section 3.3, Land Use, of the Draft Program EIR, contains explanations of both East 
County Area General Plan land use policies related to the UGB (see pages 3.3-19 to 
3.3-23), as well as a description of the passage of Measure D in November 2000. As 
stated, M easure D included a redrawing of the UGB, and reflects the residents’ desires to 
protect County open space (page 3.3-20, paragraph 2). 


The next portion of this comment concerns the merits of project alternatives and does not 
concern the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA. The 
BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives during the final 
hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


This comment also states that the limited effects of growth outside the UGB of the 
Isabel/I-580 and Isabel/Stanley stations may eventually be resolved through the CEQA 
review process. This is indeed the case, as these effects will be assessed and, if necessary, 
mitigated in the project-level EIR, as appropriate for the selected alternative. Finally, the 
commentor states that a near-term model year should have been analyzed, and that a more 
integrated analysis of land use and transportation would be desirable. These analyses will 
be completed in the more detailed project EIR, which will rely on a model time horizon 
equivalent to the expected date of revenue service. See also Response 5.4 for a more 
detailed explanation about why a near-term analysis year was not plausible in the Program 
EIR. 
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1393 BROADWAY, SUITE 220 © OAKLAND, CA 94612 © PHONE: (510) 830-2560 « FAX: (510) 896-2185 
EMAL: mat@pcommca.g © WER SITE: acca. ca. gov 


January 21, 2010 


Aneedacenty My Malcolm Quint 
~ ; 
cueing BART 7 
300 Lakeside Drive, 16" floor 


eee §— Oakland, CA 94612 
Veet dean : 
vers mquint@barl.gov 
City of Albacy 
Fatt prance : 
ont SUBJECT; Comments on the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for the 
a... BART to Livermore Extension 
hobs Dear Mr, Quint: 
Hees Van P ete 
—— Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Program nvironmental Impact 
patna Report (EIR) for the BART to Livermore extension. The Draft Program EIR analyses 
City of fmerystte = irre: alternatives to extend BART cast from the existing Dublin/Pleasanton BART 
hana station to Livermore. The Draft Program EIR will be used to provide BART 


City of Fremeat information to select a preferred alignment alternative. The preferred alignment will be 
Barrer the subject of more detailed engincering efforts, right-of-way preservation and project- 
tity ofitpuens specific environmental review. 

Corctroae 

Citen Nermen 


Clty of Lwermore 
Lal 
Mave Kavora 


Caty ot Newerk = ‘The ACCMA respectfully submits the following comments, which should be addressed 
(alates in detail in the project-specific EIR; 

Cy of Oaklend 
“ert Funding 

city etPiedmae | Lhe project is not presently in the Countywide Transportation Plan (CTP), nor in the 
Se 11.1 | Congestion Management Plan (CMP). It is recommended that BART work with the 

ets project finding partners to ensure that it is included in future updates of the CTP. A full 

funding plan for capital and operation and maintenance for the preferred alternatives 


As a member of the Technical Advisory Committec, Alameda County CMA has been 
partnering with BART in developing the alternatives for the Program DEIR. 


will need to be identified. 
City ef San Leardre 
Conieerte 
swakowes | Station Access and Parking Impacts 


a As an alignment is chosen, and additional environmental review is undertaken, station 
“aoe 11 2 | access and parking impacts to the Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) highway, 
arterials, and transit networks in Alameda County should be addressed in the project- 


Execetive Oirectsr =| specific BIR. 
ret Kh 
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Mr. Matcolm Quint 


January 20, 2010 
Page 2 
Connectivity and Phasing 


13 The selected alternative should consider how the BART to Livermore extcnsion would 
connect with existing transit, such as ACE and LAVTA, as well as planned transit, such 
as High Speed Rail. The design and operating plan for these stations should 
demonstrate that the connections are feasible and casy to use. 


BART should consider phasing the construction of the BART to Livermore extension, 


11.4 including any connections to the regional transit system, to allow the project to move 
forward as funding is secured, 
Opportunities for Transit Oriented Development/Priority Development Areas 

(1.5 BART should consider the preferred station locations as ones that would support transit 

? oriented development in keeping with CMA, MTC and ABAG's policies to support 
high density residential development and jobs that encourage vehicle trip reduction and 
transit ridership. 
Once again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on this Draft Program BIR. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me at 510/836-2560, if you require additional 
information, 
Sincerely, 
Diane Stark 
Senior Transportation Planner 
cc; —- Beth Walukas, Manager of Planning 
file: CMP/Rnvironmental Review Opinions - Responses — 2010 
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Letter 11 Alameda County Congestion M anagement Agency 


11:1 


11.3 


11.4 


BART is aware that the project is not currently in the Countywide Transportation Plan 
(CTP), nor in the Congestion Management Plan (CMP). BART will work with the 
appropriate planning and funding agencies to add the project to the county and regional 
plans as the project moves from the program-level to the project-level environmental phase. 
As noted in the comment, a full funding plan including the cost of operations and 
maintenance will need to be developed. 


BART acknowledges Alameda County Congestion Management Agency’s comment that 
once an alignment is chosen and additional environmental review is undertaken, station 
access and parking impacts to the Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) highway, 
arterials, and transit networks in Alameda County should be addressed in the project- 
specific EIR. BART concurs with this comment and will perform such analyses as part of 
the project EIR. 


The Draft Program EIR includes descriptions of each alternative in Section 2, Alternatives, 
and how each alternative would interface with both Altamont Commuter Express (ACE) 
and Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority (LAVTA) at each transfer station. 
Detailed design of the station transfer areas will be developed when _ preliminary 
engineering and project-level environmental review is initiated. The future Altamont 
Corridor High Speed project has recently begun the Alternatives Analysis process, and is 
recognized in the Draft Program EIR on page 3.2-156. BART and the California High- 
Speed Rail Authority have signed a Memorandum of Understanding for coordination of 
environmental processes in this corridor, to ensure that the two systems are developed in 
concert with each other. 


The Draft Program EIR contained two alternatives, Alternative 4 and Alternative 5, which 
could potentially provide the first phase of longer systems. Phasing project construction is an 
issue that will be addressed further in the project-level EIR, as a funding plan is developed. 


Coordination of station locations with opportunities for transit-oriented development is one 
of BART’s primary considerations in selecting a preferred alternative. One of the program 
objectives for this project (see page 1-12) is to develop an alternative that conforms to the 
BART System Expansion Policy (SEP) and the M etropolitan Transportation Commission's 
(MTC) Resolution #3434 - Transit Oriented Development Policy for regional transit 
extension projects. The BART SEP ranks alternatives on several criteria that consider 
transit-supportive land uses and the potential for ridership development. Although 
ridership projections meet BART’s SEP policies, none of the alternatives meet the MTC 
Resolution #3434 policy for housing density for station areas. BART and the local 
agencies will have to collaboratively develop a Ridership Development Plan (RDP) for the 
corridor that addresses the specific steps for each partner to take to build ridership for the 
extension. These issues will be considered by the BART Board in selecting a preferred 
alternative for the project and deciding whether to proceed with the project. 
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100 NORTH CANYONS PARKWAY, LIVERMORE, CA 94551-9486 + PHONE (925) 454-5000 


January 20, 2010 


Mr. Malcolm Quint 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeside Drive, 16th floor 

Oakland, CA, 94612 


Subject: BART to Livermore Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (DPEIR) 
Dear Mr. Quint: 


Zone 7 Water Agency has reviewed the referenced CEQA document in the context of Zone 7's 
mission to provide drinking water, non-potable water for agriculture/irrigated turf, flood 
protection, and groundwater and stream management within the Livermore-Amador Valley. We 
have the following technical comments for your consideration. Any policy comments will be 
sent under a separate cover. 


In general, the DPEIR should recognize Zone 7's present and future ownership interests in the 
Chain of Lakes area and acknowledge that close coordination would need to happen prior to the 
selection of the alignment for BART in the quarry area, Zone 7 has existing facilities and future 

121 facilities planned for the areas adjacent to the proposed alignment through the Chain of Lakes, 
Geotechnical concerns, conflicts with water supply pipelines and groundwater recharge 
operations, as well as flood control facilities, should be recognized in the document. Any project 
level CEQA document will need to explore these concerns in detail and should be seriously 
considered prior to selection of a final project alignment. 


SECTION 3.3: LAND USE 

The first paragraph on page 3.3-8, which starts with "El Charro Road,” should include Zone 7 as 
12.2 a landowner in addition to Rhodes & Jamieson (R&J) and Vulcan. Acknowledgement that Zone 

7 may own portions of the R&J property at the time of any construction should also be noted, 

since portions of the R&J land will be deeded to Zone 7 in or around 2014. 

SECTION 3.7: GEOLOGY, SOILS, & SEISMICITY 

Fault Zones 


Page 3.7-13, 15 (Table 3.7-3) and Figure 3.7-1; 


12.3 
For consistency, the locations of the Livermore Fault and the Diablo Thrust should be shown in 
the figure, since impacts from these fault zones are discussed in the table on page 3.7-15. ABAG 
notes that the Diablo Thrust is the “most active thrust fault in the Bay Area” and should be 
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Mr. Malcolin Quint 

San Francisco Bay Ares Rapid Transit District 
January 20, 2010 

Page 2 of S 


recognized as such, irrespective of the fact that it is not a recognized buried fault system in the 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (as noted on page 3.7-13). Also, Figure 3,7-1 
should include a Jabel on the Verona fault since the trace is shown in the southwestem portion of 

12.3 | the figure. 

For BART's benefit, we recommend that BART research existing studies regarding seismic 

instability issues in the vicinity of the Chain of Lakes. 


Soil Characteristics 


quarry areas between Livermore and Pleasanton, Surficial soils have been largely removed, 
reworked, and/or replaced with modified in-situ soils or other imports. All of these areas should 
be called out under the designation “Gp — gravel pit” to recognize the significant changes to the 


Figure 3.7-5: 
12.4 | The soil designations from the 1966 Soils report are no longer valid in the active and former 
geologic character of this area. 


Page 3,7-28: 

Statements made in the first full paragraph on page 3.7-28 are not valid. Any assumptions made 
on soil characteristics from former soils designations in the Chain of Lakes region cannot be 
considered valid without contemporary soil mapping and boring data. The assumptions that the 
liquefaction and landslide characteristics of this area are the same as those designated from a 43 
year old agricultural soils survey cannot be substantiated in light of the significant mining 
activities that have occurred, A significant portion of the mining area has been re-worked and as 
such the soil characteristics have been modified. 


ineral 
Page 3,7-27: 


The Chain of Lakes extends both “north” and south of Stanley Blvd. Please revise the text in the 
second paragraph accordingly. It should be noted in this discussion of “Mineral Resources” that 
126 the former quarry pits designated in the Specific Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry 
sit Area Reclamation (LAVQAR) as the future “Chain of Lakes” will be operated as water 
management facilities once mineral resources have been economically exhausted, which is 
assumed to be around the year 2030, 
12.7 | 


In the last paragraph on 3.7-27 and continuing on page 3.7-28: the fact that the former 
reclamation plan was withdrawn does not preclude this area from being mincd in the future. 
Moreover, it docs not alter its designation as a mincral resource, SMP-40 is also listed as an 
optional “Lake K” in the LAVQAR plan mentioned above, 
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Mr. Malcolm Quint 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
January 20, 2010 

Page 3 of S 


Page 3,7-32: 


In addition to the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act, the Specific Plan for Livermore-Amador 
Valley Quarry Area Reclamation (LAVQAR) of November 1981, and the active Surface Mining 
Permits (SMP-16 and SMP-31), should be referenced as necessary regulations that need to be 
consulted with respect to compatibility and compliance. 


SECTION 3,8: HYDROLOGY 


In general, the 1981 Specific Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Area Reclamation 
(LAVQAR), adopted by the Alameda County Board of Supervisors, should have been reviewed 
to detennine areas that are designated by the report and zoned by Alameda County as “Water 
Management.” The areas so designated will be owned and operated by Zone 7 in the future after 
mining resources have been economically exhausted, which is anticipated to be around the year 
2030, The LAVQAR plan also denotes the approximate locations of facilities (conduits, tunnels, 
diversion, etc.) and required set-back distances from the Chain of Lakes top of slope to allow for 
safe and effective access and use by Zone 7. Any analysis of altermatives traveling through the 
Chain of Lakes area should include careful consideration of this guiding document and 
coordination with Zone 7 to ascertain future plans for the area. 


12.9 


The Cities of Livermore and Plcasanton, and Alameda County Public Works Agency serve as 
floodplain managers but they do not provide the flood protection facilities that Zone 7 does. 
Please revise the first sentence on page 3.8-10 to reflect these facts. 


12,10 


Interplay between the Livermore Flood Protection Improvements and Zong 7's Stream 
Management Master Plan 


Alternatives la, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5 propose a route through the Chain of Lakes. The DPEIR 
identifies the Livermore Flood Protection Improvements (“Improvements”), on page 3.8-13, as 
providing features that will improve storage capacity north of the Chain of Lakes. It should be 
noted that the Improvements are mainly proposed to mitigate for the construction of the north 
overbank fill, which includes re-routing flood waters, and the Jack London Boulevard overpass, 
which would have bisected the natural floodplain in Livermore. 


The Improvements are proposed in conjunction with Zone 7's Stream Management Master Plan 
(“SMMP"). The Improvements provide only an interim solution to routing flood waters, 
whereas the SMMP proposes an ultimate solution to routing flood waters and storing them 
within the Chain of Lakes. The SMMP was adopted in 2006 and proposes developing a flood 
water conveyance system to the Chain of Lakes to allow for regional storage and detention of 
flood waters. The flood water conveyance system would route flood waters through the 
Livermore Golf Course, then through the area south of Arroyo Las Positas, where a southern 
detention area is proposed, and finally into the Chain of Lakes, 


12.11 


Zone 7 requests that BART consult with Zone 7 on the proposed design of BART’s aerial 


12.12 | structures through the Chain of Lakes prior to moving forward. This would ensure that BART's 


Flood control within the Livermore-Amador Valley area is primarily under Zone 7's jurisdiction. 
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12.12 


ise design will not conflict with Zone 7's future projects within the Chain of Lakes, Also, on page 


3.8-9, under the Chain of Lakes section, Zone 7 requests that the description include the fact that 
the Chain of Lakes would be utilized as part of the SMMP implementation. 


Hydraulic and Hydrology Study 


> 


Zone 7 requests that BART consult with Zone 7 prior to preparing the Hydraulic and Hydrology 
Study for the entire Project in order to review the criteria that will be used in that study. This 
should be incorporated in Mitigation Measures HY-!.1, on page 3.8-42. 


12.13 


Implementation of the Livermore Flood Protection Improvements will involve relocating the 
natural flood plain to an area south of the Arroyo Las Positas and adjacent to the Arroyo Mocho, 
This will likely affect BART's alternatives. Zone 7 recommends that BART analyze how this 
improvement affects BART's alternatives in Subsection HY-4, on page 3.8-48. 


12.14 


a———_5 -——_—8 


logic Featu 


Figure 3.8-2 identifies Hydrologic features in the BART to Livermore area, However, the 
hydrologic features are incorrectly shown, For example, this figure does not reflect the 
improvements made to the Arroyo Mocho and the Arroyo Las Positas. The number of creck and 
stream crossings may be listed incorrectly for all the Alternatives, Please contact Zone 7 to 
discuss. 


On Figure 3.8-5, the Amador Sub-Basin is mislabeled as the “Mocho II,” The Amador Sub- 
Basin is the one cast of Bernal, 


5S 
~ 
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men rmits, and Fees 


Because Zone 7 currently owns sections of the Chain of Lakes considered for BART alignments 
(e.g. Cope Lake) and is slated to take ownership of Lake H after 2014, it is vital that BART 
coordinate with Zone 7's Real Property Division regarding access to these areas. Additional 
requirements, other than the traditional encroachment permits, may be warranted. 


12.17 


On page 3.8-27, under Other Applicable Regulations, a sentence should be included indicating 
that casements and/or aerial easements may be required for BART structures crossing Zone 7 
right-of-way. 


12.18 


On page 3.8-56, under HY-CU-6, an encroachment permit is not required for discharging 
stormwater. An encroachment permit is required for access to Zone 7 right-of-way. For 
example, if there are construction activities that require access to Zone 7 right-of-way, then an 
encroachment permit would be required, If there are plans to construct within Zone 7 right-of- 
way, then an easement may be required and would require approval from Zone 7 prior to 
construction, 


12.19 


Finally, BART structures built at-grade will be subject to Development Impact Fees for creation 
of impervious surfaces. Acrial support structures are also subject to Development Impact Fees. 
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Mr, Malcolm Quint 
San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 


January 20, 2010 
Page 5 of S 
i ‘0 Zone 7’: r nn I 


The proposed alignments have the potential to impact several Zone 7 waterlines including the El 
Charro Pipeline, Cross Valley Pipeline, Livermore Pipeline, Vasco Pipeline and Altamont 

12.20 | Pipeline. An aerial photo, which shows the location of these waterlines, is enclosed for your 
reference, Please continue to coordinate with Zone 7 as you develop this project and provide 
draft construction plans for further review and comment as they become available. 


We appreciate the opportunity to provide technical comments on this document. If you have any 
questions, please feel free to contact Mary Lim at your earliest convenience at 925-454-5036 or 
via e-mail at mlim@zone7water.com. Again, please note that any policy comments will be 


submitted separately. 
G.F, Ducrig 
Zone 7 Water Agency 
Enclosure 
GFD:MDL 
ce: Kurt Arends 
Joe Seto 
Jeff Tang 
Carol Mahoney 
Jaime Rios 
Mary Lim 
BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-98 


June 2010 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4 Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 


Letter 12 Alameda County Water Conservation District, Zone 7 


12,1 BART acknowledges that Zone 7 has existing and planned facilities in areas adjacent to the 
Chain of Lakes. If an alignment through the Chain of Lakes area is selected, the future 
project EIR will examine impacts on facilities then owned by Zone 7 as well as other 
facilities in the Chain of Lakes area, and BART will closely coordinate with Zone 7 on 
project implementation in this area. 


12.2 To reflect that BART acknowledges that Zone 7 may own portions of the Rhodes & 
Jamieson property at the time of project construction, the last sentence of the second 
paragraph on page 3.3-8 of the Draft Program EIR is revised as follows: 


As of the time of completion of this document, t¥the land, often referred to as the 
“Chain of Lakes” area, is targely-under ownership of Rhodes & Jamieson, and 
private mining ventures such as Vulcan M aterial Company. and Alameda County 
Flood Control and Water Conservation District, Zone 7 (Zone 7). Under the terms 
of Alameda County's 1981 Specific Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Area 
Reclamation (LAVQAR), further portions of the land currently owned by Rhodes & 
Jamieson are to be deeded to Zone 7 for reclamation at various times over the 
course of the next 20 years. For example, Zone 7, which currently owns Cope 


Lake, is slated to take ownership of Lake H in 2014. 


12.3 Figure 3.7-1 on page 3.7-5 of the Draft Program EIR is revised to identify the location of 
the Livermore Fault, Mt Diablo Fault, and Verona Fault. Information on the engineering 
feasibility through the Chain of Lakes area, including the use of seismic data, is presented 
in Master Response 3, Chain of Lakes/E] Charro Alignment. See Section 6, Revisions to 
the Draft Program EIR, of this document for the revised figure. 


To reflect that BART acknowledges that ABAG identifies the Diablo Thrust as the “most 
active” thrust fault in the Bay Area, new text has been added in the last paragraph on page 
3.7-13 of the Draft Program EIR as follows: 


In addition, there are buried thrust faults, and inferred faults near the study area, 
such as the Mount Diablo Thrust. ABAG identifies the Mount Diablo Thrust as 


“the most active thrust fault” in the Bay Area.” A ccording to a study of earthquake 
probabilities for the San Francisco Bay Region conducted by the USGS Working 


Group of California Earthquake Probabilities, the Mount Diablo Thrust Fault is 
capable of generating a magnitude 6.7 or greater earthquake with an estimated 0.03 
probability (i.e. three percent probability) of it occurring during the period from 
2002 to 2031.” The state recognizes that buried thrust faults exist; however, their 


*8 http://www. abag. ca. gov/bayarea/eqmaps/doc/thrusts. html 
9 United States Geologic Survey, Earthquake Probability for the San Francisco Bay Region 2002-2031: Results 
and Discussion - Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities. Open File Report 03-214, 2002. 
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fault planes extend under wide area and extremely difficult to identify and 
characterize. Consequently, regulations such as the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake F ault 
Zoning Act have not been applied to them. 


Information applied to the analysis for geology, soils, and seismicity (including the 
vicinity of the Chain of Lakes) was obtained from the City of Livermore General Plan* 
and El Charro Specific Plan EIR.* In addition, the analysis reviewed a Geotechnical and 
Seismic Report” prepared for the project alternatives. The Geotechnical and Seismic 
Report presented preliminary evaluation of potential geologic, seismic, and geotechnical 
impacts on the proposed alternatives (including the seismic instability in the vicinity of the 
Chain of Lakes). The report concluded that site-specific geotechnical investigations would 
need to be conducted to evaluate potential seismic instability issues in the vicinity of the 
Chain of Lakes. Potential seismic instability concerns would be reduced to acceptable 
levels through the incorporation of professional engineering practices and public health 
and safety standards. 


12.4 Figure 3.7-5 on page 3.7-25 of the Draft Program EIR is revised with the active and 
former quarry areas being designated as “Gp.” See Section 6, Revisions to the Draft 
Program EIR, of this document for the revised figure. 


12.3 The first full paragraph on page 3.7-27 of the Draft Program EIR is revised as follows to 
acknowledge that earlier mapped soil associations have been modified by quarrying 
activities: 


Prior to mining in the quarry lands, the lands were considered to have the “least” 
landside susceptibility, soils that are well drained, and “slight” erosion hazards. 


However, because of significant mining in the quarry lands, current soil 
characteristics in the quarry lands are not known without new soil mapping and 
oovac data. Asshows-A booted Lesc-esecad teeter oa che 
lands—are_considered to have the “least” landslide susceptibility and would be 
expected to remain relatively stable unless the topography were radically modified. 
ee THESE Sons are HST tae ae 


Bath, Conculiants. Gaslschnieal aul Slama haku B uted parperactiledctlyas Hose eaivanmanl 


Impact Renort Alameda County California 2000- 


30 City of Livermore, City of Livermore General Plan: 2003-2025, 2004. 

City of Livermore, El Charro Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report, 2007. 

Parikh Consultants, Geotechnical and Seismic Report BART to Livermore Alternatives, Draft Environmental 
Impact Report, Alameda County, California, 2009. 
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12.6 


12.8 


Please refer to Master Response 3 of this document, regarding the Chain of Lakes/E| 
Charro alignment. The comment also requests that text in the second paragraph on page 
3.7-27 of the Draft Program EIR be revised to identify that the Chain of Lakes extends 
both north and south of Stanley Boulevard. The text on page 3.7-27 identifies that the 
Chain of Lakes is “between 1-580 and the UPRR tracks... and south of Stanley Boulevard.” 
The area between I-580 and the UPRR tracks is north of Stanley Boulevard; therefore, the 
text already identifies the correct location of the Chain of Lakes. 


The last paragraph on page 3.7-27 of the Draft Program EIR is revised as follows to 
acknowledge the potential for future mining near the Isabel/Stanley intersection and the 
potential future status of the area as an optional lake under the Specific Plan for LAV QAR: 


The property northwest of the intersection of Stanley Boulevard and Isabel A venue 
and properties farther north near the airport (formerly known as SM P-38, -39, and 
-40) were proposed for mining operations to commence upon the completion of the 
existing mining operations in 2013.;-hewevert Those plans were withdrawn and, 
although the area northwest of the intersection of Stanley Boulevard and Isabel 
Avenue is not covered by any mining permit or reclamation plan-*, future mining 
would not be precluded in the area, after an SMP had been re-established for it. *° 
The area is designated as Optional Lake K in the LAVQAR 2030 Staging Plan, and 


could be available to capture polluted runoff water from urban development. ** 
Future mining is planned for the area south of Stanley Boulevard. *° 


The second and third paragraphs on page 3.7-32 of the Draft Program EIR are revised as 
follows and the following text is added to acknowledge the relationship of the program 
alternatives to the Specific Plan for LAVQAR. 


Surface Mining and Reclamation Act. M ining of sand and gravel in the vicinity 
of the project began prior to 1900. In 1956, the County adopted 
Ordinance 181 N.S. to systematize quarry permitting and prohibit pollution or 
contamination of usable water-bearing aquifers in what is now known as the Chain 
of Lakes area. Quarry reclamation generally was not provided at that time. By 
1965, recognizing that quarry reclamation was needed and that reclamation plans 
could not be limited to individual properties because of the interconnected nature of 
the aquifers, quarry operators agreed to a joint effort to develop a master plan to 
address the entire Chain of Lakes area. In 1977, the County adopted an updated 
Surface Mining Ordinance based on the state’s Surface Mining and Reclamation 


Bruce Jensen, Senior Planner, County of Alameda, personal communication with George Burwasser, 


PG 7151, PBS&J, March 22, 2010 and November 2, 2009. 


Specific Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Area Reclamation, Alameda County Board of 


Supervisors, adopted November 5, 1981, p.4. 


Vulcan Materials Company, Western Division, SM P-16 Periodic Review of Mining and Reclamation Report 


by Permittee, 2008. 
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Act (SMARA) and, in 1981, adopted the Specific Plan for Livermore-A mador 
Valley Quarry Area Reclamation (LAVQAR).*° 


Surface and Mining and Reclamation Act. The Surface and Mining and 
Reclamation Act (SMARA) was enacted in 1975 for the dual purpose of identifying 
and mapping economically valuable mineral resources (including gold, sand, and 
gravel) and establishing a regulatory framework for the operation and eventual 
reclamation of surface mining operations. Section 3704, Performance Standards 
for Backfilling, Regrading, Slope Stability, and Recontouring, of SMARA requires 
the quarry operator to compact any fill in accordance with the current County 
Building Code specifications and create finals slopes no steeper than 2:1 (horizontal 
to vertical). Cut slopes, including final quarry walls and faces, are required to 
have a minimum slope stability factor of safety that is suitable for the proposed end 
use and conform to the surrounding topography and/or approved end use. It is the 
County’s responsibility, as the State’s agent for SMARA enforcement, to inspect 


the slopes and assure that they are stable. 


Surface Mining Permits. Property southwest of the intersection of Isabel Avenue 
and Stanley Boulevard encompassed by Surface Mining Permit SM P-16 has been 
approved for mining under vested Alameda County Quarry Permits. These areas 
would be reclaimed upon completion of mining in approximately 2030 as basins for 


future Lakes C and D of the Chain of Lakes to be developed by Zone 7 pursuant to 
the County of Alameda LAVQAR. 


Specific Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Area Reclamation. The 
Specific Plan for LAVQAR was adopted in 1981 to enable the use of the competing 


resources of land, water, and sand and gravel with a minimum of conflict and 
disruption; plan for reclamation, productive reuse, and rehabilitation of the Quarry 


Area (now known as the Chain of Lakes); mitigate the adverse effects of mining; 
satisfy the requirements of SMARA and the County Mining Ordinance; and 
provide a coordinated plan for the arrangement of the mining lands, their surface 


waters, and their underlying aquifers into a coherent, flexible form reflecting their 
interrelated geology, hydrology, land use, etc. throughout the Chain of Lakes. The 


key concept of the master reclamation plan is the transformation of the quarry pits 
into a series of lakes, over a period of 50 to 60 years, to be managed by Zone 7, to 
provide a surface water storage and conveyance system to replace a portion of the 
pre-existing aquifer system feeding the groundwater basin. 


The Specific Plan contains 21 policies that serve as a guide for decisions 
concerning actual land use modifications in the Chain of Lakes. The County 
Planning Commission is the Lead Agency and coordinator responsible for 


36 Specific Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Area Reclamation, Alameda County Board of 


Supervisors, adopted November 5, 1981, p.2, 3. 
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implementation of the Specific Plan. Three policies, 14, 15, and 21, relate to the 
alternative alignments along El Charro Road through the mining lands: 


e Policy 14 specifies that minimum 50-foot setbacks shall be established from 
existing public streets. 


e Policy 15 specifies that if El Charro Road becomes a public street, its 
alignment shall be coordinated with appropriate public agencies. 
e Policy 21 specifies that if an operator's ability to meet the requirements of its 


reclamation plan because of any government action that restricts an operator’s 
conduct of its mining operation, the operator and the County shall negotiate in 


good faith to agree on a revised reclamation plan. 


12.9 Alameda County's 1981 Specific Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Area 
Reclamation (LAVQAR) is a reclamation plan for the Chain of Lakes area. To 
acknowledge this plan, the following is inserted before the second paragraph of page 
3.3-23 of the Draft Program EIR: 


Alameda County Specific Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Area 
Reclamation (LAVQAR). Adopted in November 1981, LAVQAR is a plan for the 
reclamation, reuse, and rehabilitation of the 3,820-acre area between Pleasanton 
and Livermore designated for sand and gravel quarrying. LAVQAR_ was 
developed in response to the State Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975, 


which requires reclamation plans for all mining operations conducted after J anuary 
1, 1976. The central concept of LAVQAR is the gradual transformation of 


quarried pits into a “chain of lakes” that will provide a surface water storage and 
conveyance system and flood control strategy for Zone 7. Under the terms of this 


reclamation agreement, quarry operators must dedicate mined-out pits, water 
management facilities, and supporting land areas to Zone 7 for ownership and 
management. Although some portions have already been dedicated to Zone 7, 


LAVQAR is a staged reclamation process by which mined-out lands will be 
dedicated to Zone 7 until the year 2030, when reserves are expected to be depleted. 


Although station areas or yards would not encroach into this area, the El Charro 
Road alignment of Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5 would traverse a part of this 


area, While the specific details of the future uses and activities envisioned by the 
LAV QAR remain speculative at this time, an aerial structure would not necessarily 


detract from the proposed water storage and flood control facility or conflict with 
possible recreational uses considered for the mined-out quarry pits. However, this 
issue would be reevaluated ina BART to Livermore project EIR, if this alignment 


alternative is selected and the water storage and flood control facilities and 
recreational uses are in place at that time. 
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All study area land uses designated for resource management are identified in Figure 3.3-5 
of the Draft Program EIR. The majority of land surrounding El Charro Road, from |-580 
to the UPRR alignment, is designated for resource management in the East County Area 
General Plan (see page 3.3-31, paragraph 3). 


If one of the El Charro alternatives is selected as the preferred alternative, BART will 
coordinate closely with Zone 7. Please refer to Response 12.12 for additional information 
regarding coordination and opportunities to review and comment on BART's future studies. 


12.10 Zone 7 has primary control and responsibility for the majority of flood control structures 
and conveyances within the study area. In addition, the City of Livermore and City of 
Pleasanton are responsible for maintaining conveyance and capacity within unimproved 
drainages and storm drain systems within their jurisdiction. Additionally, the cities’ 
floodplain administrators are responsible for local floodplain management; an overall 
program of corrective and preventive measures for reducing flood damage and preserving 
and enhancing, where possible, natural resources in the floodplain, including but not 
limited to emergency preparedness plans, flood control works, floodplain management 
regulations, and open space plans. As such, Zone 7 and the cities together serve to enforce 
floodplain development requirements, including fill, and maintenance of flood flow 
conveyance and attenuation. The first sentence in the first paragraph on page 3.8-10 in the 
Draft Program EIR is revised to clarify Zone 7’s responsibilities and jurisdiction, as 
follows: 


Flood control within the Livermore-Amador Valley area is primarily under the 
jurisdiction of Zone 7 which is responsible for the majority of flood control 
structures and conveyances in the study area, with the City of Livermore, and the 


City of Pleasanton providing local floodplain management and maintenance of 
unimproved drainage channels and storm drain systems within their jurisdictions. 


127,11 The Livermore Flood Protection Improvements were mainly intended to reduce effects of 
fill associated with development in accordance with the El Charro Specific Plan, as stated 
in the Draft Program EIR (page 3.8-13, last paragraph). This includes the improvements 
mentioned by the commentor (the north overbank fill and the Jack London Boulevard 
overpass). However, these improvements would also affect other projects by altering the 
existing floodplain within the study area. Additionally, the Draft Program EIR notes that 
these improvements would also eliminate the spill over El Charro Road during a 100-year 
flood with levee failure (see page 3.8-14, first partial paragraph). The specific 
improvements selected to reduce flood hazards associated with development of the El 
Charro Specific Plan would have various effects on the local floodplain, as identified in the 
El Charro Specific Plan Draft EIR, Appendix F-2 Hydrology and Hydraulics: El Charro 
Specific Plan Area. 


The Stream Management M aster Plan (SMMP), when implemented, would also improve 
flood conveyance and reduce flood areas within the study area by removing sediment 
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within channels and routing flood flows to the Chain of Lakes. Text is added before the 
first paragraph on page 3.8-14 of the Draft Program EIR to incorporate a discussion of the 
SM MP, as follows: 


The Zone 7 Stream Management Master Plan (SMMP)*’ includes a regional 
approach to flood control and management within the Livermore-A mador Valley 
area. The SMMP incorporates storage of flood flows within the Chain of Lakes 


area and sediment removal from critical reaches of the Arroyo las Positas, Arroyo 
Mocho, Alamo Canal, and Arroyo de la Laguna. With implementation of the 
SMMP regional storage approach, the floodplain areas along Stanley Boulevard, 
Kitty Hawk Road, and Airway Boulevard would be eliminated by diverting and 
containing floodwaters within the Chain of Lakes Detention System. *® Detention of 
peak flows from Arroyo las Positas and Arroyo Mocho in the Chain of Lakes and 
the removal of sediment from critical reaches would also substantially reduce the 
predicted peak flows downstream of the Chain of Lakes and would substantially 
reduce the potential for flooding. Overbank flow from the Arroyo Mocho and 
Arroyo las Positas within the study area would be eliminated. *° 


12,12 BART will continue to facilitate an environmental review, pursuant to the CEQA 
Guidelines, in which interested public agencies, organizations, and the general public may 
provide input to the extension planning and development process. All input on the Draft 
Program EIR, including that from Zone 7, will be considered by the BART Board when it 
selects a preferred alternative. Before the ultimate decision to proceed with a project, the 
preferred alternative will be subject to a project-level environmental analysis, which will 
consider the design, construction, and operation of the extension alternative in a level of 
detail greater than that provided in the Draft Program EIR. Please refer to Master 
Response 1 of this document, regarding the differences between a program- and project- 
level analysis. Like the Draft Program EIR, the project EIR will be subject to public 
review, at which time public agencies, organizations, and the general public may again 
submit comments related to the CEQA analysis of the project, including impacts on Zone 7 
projects existing at that time. As is the case with this document, BART will respond to all 
comments related to the CEQA analysis at the project level. 


BART acknowledges that Zone 7 owns land and stormwater and water supply facilities in 
the Chain of Lakes area, and that Zone 7 land holdings in the area will increase under the 
terms of LAVQAR. BART acknowledges that Zone 7 may own portions of property now 
owned by Rhodes & Jamieson at the time of future BART to Livermore planning or 
construction activities (please refer to Responses 12.1 and 12.8 of this document). 


37 RMC Water and Environment. 2006. Zone 7 Stream Management Master Plan. Prepared for Zone 7 
August, 2006. 

8 RMC Water and Environment. 2006. Zone 7 Stream Management Master Plan. Prepared for Zone 7 
August, 2006. p 4-10. 

© RMC Water and Environment. 2006. Zone 7 Stream Management Master Plan. Prepared for Zone 7 
August, 2006. p 4-11. 
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In response to the request that the Draft Program EIR state that the Chain of Lakes areas 
would be utilized in implementation of Zone 7’s Stream Management Master Plan 
(SMMP), the following paragraph is added after paragraph 4 of page 3.8-9 of the Draft 
Program EIR: 


In addition, the Chain of Lakes will play an integral role in the implementation of 
Zone 7’s 2006 Stream Management Master Plan (SMMP). The SMMP is a 


regional flood-protection program that relies in part on using the mined-out gravel 


pits, deeded to Zone 7 under the terms of the Alameda County Specific Plan for 
Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Area Reclamation (see page 3.3-23), to detain 


stormwater. These stormwater detention facilities reduce the need for 
environmentally disruptive creek channelization. A number of these lakes have 
been completed, and others are scheduled to be available for use by Zone 7 over 
the next 10 to 20 years. 


12,43 BART acknowledges that prior consultation with Zone 7 would benefit BART in preparing 
the Hydraulic and Hydrology Study and increase planning efficiency. Accordingly, 
Mitigation M easure HY -1.1 on page 3.8-42 and continuing to the top of page 3.8-43 of the 
Draft Program EIR is revised as follows: 


HY-1.1 Engineer Storm Drain System to Accommodate Design Flows. BART 
shall prepare a Hydraulic and Hydrology Study for the entire project to 
determine runoff rates and durations for the existing and proposed 
drainage system discharging into any local drainage system or natural 
drainage feature. To ensure appropriate study criteria, BART shall 
consult with Zone 7, Caltrans, the cities of Livermore and Pleasanton, 
and Alameda County Clean Water Program (ACCWP) prior to 
preparation of the Hydraulic and Hydrology Study. BART shall submit 
the Hydraulic and Hydrology Study to Caltrans, the cities of Livermore 
and Pleasanton, Zone 7, SFBRWQCB and ACCWP for review. The 
jurisdictional agencies’ engineering staff shall review the project 
drainage design. BART shall evaluate the comments and any proposed 
revisions for potential incorporation into the project design, as 
appropriate. 


12.14 Implementation of the Livermore Flood Protection Improvements would alter the 
floodplains south of the Arroyo las Positas and adjacent to the Arroyo Mocho. However, 
within the study area, these improvements would primarily offset the floodplain fill for 
development in accordance with the El Charro Specific Plan, except for the elimination of 
spill over El Charro Road (El Charro Specific Plan Draft EIR, Appendix F-2 Hydrology 
and Hydraulics: El Charro Specific Plan Area). The Draft Program EIR mentions that 
modifications to floodplains by future improvements would occur (see pages 3.8-13, last 
paragraph, continuing to page 3.8-24). Until these improvements have been made and a 
Letter of Map Revision has been obtained from FEMA, the relevant floodplain for 
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12.15 


12.16 


12.17 


12.18 


12.19 


identifying relative flood hazard impacts for the various alternatives is the existing FEMA 
Flood Insurance Rate Map. Therefore, analysis of Livermore Flood Protection 
Improvements on the alternatives’ floodplain impacts is not warranted at this time. The 
project EIR would address improvements that exist at that time. 


Figure 3.8-2 of the Draft Program EIR is revised to remove older data and more explicitly 
display the improvements to the Arroyo Mocho and Arroyo las Positas. See Section 6, 
Revisions to the Draft Program EIR, of this document for the revised figure. 


The number of creek crossings, as noted in Table 3.8-5 footnote b on page 3.8-34 of the 
Draft Program EIR, includes all creek crossings, including multiple crossings of the same 
creek. These crossings were counted based on detailed engineering drawings of the 
alignments. Details, such as the multiple crossings of the Arroyo M ocho within the Chain 
of Lakes area, are not necessarily readily apparent at the scale of the figures in the Draft 
Program EIR. BART believes that the number of creek crossings is substantially accurate 
and provide the basis for comparison among alternatives at a programmatic level. 


Figure 3.8-5 in the Draft Program EIR mislabels the Amador Subbasin; however, the 
correct name is identified in the legend. The text label on the figure is corrected on the 
updated version of this figure. See Section 6, Revisions to the Draft Program EIR, of this 
document for the revised figure. 


If an alternative through the Chain of Lakes is selected, BART will coordinate with Zone 
7's Real Property Division regarding access to the area, subject to encroachment permits or 
other applicable requirements. 


In accordance with Zone 7’s authority, a third bullet is added under the heading, “Other 
Applicable Regulations” on page 3.8-27 of the Draft Program EIR as follows: 


e Easements and/or aerial easements may be required within the Zone 7 right-of- 
way 


To more accurately depict Zone 7’s authority regarding stormwater conveyance and flood 
channels within the Livermore-Amador Valley region, the first paragraph under Impact 
HY -CU-6 on page 3.8-56 of the Draft Program EIR is revised, as follows: 


The Zone 7 manages stormwater conveyances and flood channels within the region 
and requires that activities within these channels, including—discharges—of 
stormwater, obtain an encroachment permit. Construction within the Zone 7 right- 
of-way would require Zone 7 approval and may require an easement. 


BART will pay fees to which it is subject by applicable law. 
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The last sentence of the third full paragraph page 3.8-52 of the Draft Program EIR is 
deleted, as follows: 


12,20 BART will coordinate with Zone 7 as the BART to Livermore program develops. A 
project-level design and environmental review will precede any draft construction plans. 
Zone 7 will have another opportunity to review the project at that stage regarding potential 
impacts to water system facilities. 


To more accurately identify all Zone 7 pipelines in the project area that may be affected by 
the extension alternatives, the first sentence of the “Water Lines” bullet at the bottom of 
page 3.16-54 in the Draft Program EIR is revised, as follows: 


M ajor Zone 7 pipelines within the study area include a 42-inch SWP water line that 
cuts across |-580 east of Arroyo las Positas aad; an 18-inch and a 24-inch casing 
that crosses 1-580 west of Vasco Road; and the El Charro Pipeline that runs 
parallel to the 1-580, and then runs south, parallel to El Charro Road. 


Page 3.16-60, last paragraph, fifth sentence of the Draft Program EIR is revised, as 
follows: 


These include two sanitary sewer lines that cross the proposed Downtown 
Livermore Station area, Livermore pipeline, and fiber optic lines that run north and 
south of North “I” Street. 


Page 3.16-62, fifth paragraph, third and fourth sentences of the Draft Program EIR are 
revised, as follows: 


Overhead utilities in this area include 21 kV lines that run parallel to Junction 
Avenue and to the north of the UPRR tracks,—and Zone 7’s Vasco Pipeline. 
Alternative 2a would therefore have potentially significant overhead and 
underground utility impacts associated with construction of the aerial segment. 


Page 3.16-63, second full paragraph, fourth and fifth sentences of the Draft Program EIR 
are revised, as follows: 


Known utilities within this segment include 21kV overhead electrical lines that run 
north and south of and parallel to the proposed tracks and Zone 7’s El Charro 
water pipeline. Alternative 3a would therefore have potential utility impacts on 
overhead electrical lines and underground utilities. 
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ALAMEDA COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT 


100 NORTH CANYONS PARKWAY UVERMORE,CA945SE PHONE (925) 454-5000 PAX (925) 454-5727 


January 21, 2010 


Mr. Malcolm Quint 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeside Drive, 16th floor 

Oakland, CA, 94612 


Subject: BART to Livermore Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (DPEIR) 
Dear Mr. Quint: 


After careful review and consideration of the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 
(DPEIR), the Zone 7 Board of Directors would like to raise the following concerms to your 
attention: 


1.) The reclamation of the quarry area for the purposes of water management is the core 
13.1 | function of the Specific Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Area Reclamation 

(LAVQAR, November 1981), which is the foundation plan for the Chain of Lakes. This Specific 

Plan should be reviewed for compatibility with any alignments considered through the Chain of 

Lakes area. 

2.) Zone 7 currently owns Cope Lake and is slated to take ownership of Lake H in 2014. 
13.2 | Zone 7’s future use of these lakes could be impacted by the proposed alignment through the 

Chain of Lakes, The DPEIR should acknowledge the present and future ownership by Zone 7 of 

property along the proposed Chain of Lakes alignment, 

3.) Accordingly, Zone 7 has existing and future facilities planned for the proposed alignment 
13.3 | area. The DPEIR should acknowledge that close coordination with Zone 7 on the placement of 
BART facilities would need to happen prior to the selection a final alignment to prevent undue 
impacts to Zone 7’s future water supply and stormwater management facilities. These facilities 
include such things as water supply pipelines, groundwater wells, lake-to-lake conduits, 
diversion structures, pump stations, and other flood protection facilities. 
4.) | The DPEIR has not adequately addressed the geotechnical concerns of slope stability at 
the Chain of Lakes, Mining activities in the quarry area have significantly altered the soil 
characteristics of the area. The use of pre-mining soils reports are invalid. Any project level 
CEQA document will need to explore these concerns in detail and should be seriously considered 
prior to selection of a final project alignment. 


13.4 


For these reasons, the Zone 7 Board of Directors opposes any alignment that travels through the 
Chain of Lakes area, The Board appreciates your attention to the aforementioned concems and 
the opportunity to comment on the DPEIR. If you have any questions or comments, please feel 
free to contact Zone 7's General Manager, Jill Duerig for more information at 925-454-5016 or 
via e-mail at jducriz@zone7water.com. Additional technical comments on the DPEIR will be 
forwarded by staff. 
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Mr. Malcolm Quint 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
January 21, 2010 

Page 2 of 2 


Sincerely, 


eee 
Ditk Quigle 


Board President, Zone) 7 Wat 


y Agency 
Enclosure 


ce: G.F. Duerig, Kurt Arends, Carol Mahoney 
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Letter 13 Alameda County Water Conservation District, Zone 7 


13.1 


132 


13.3 


Please refer to Response 12.8 of this document, regarding the Alameda County’s 1981 
Specific Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Area Reclamation. 


Please refer to Response 12.1 of this document, regarding current and future Zone 7 land 
ownership in the Chain of Lakes area. 


Please refer to Response 12.11 of this document, regarding consultation with Zone 7 prior 
to selection of a preferred alternative, and future development of any extension alternative 
through the Chain of Lakes. 


Please refer to Responses 12.3 and 12.4 of this document for revisions to the soil data for 
the Chain of Lakes area. Also, refer to Master Response 3 for information on the 
engineering feasibility of constructing within the Chain of Lakes area. In addition, as 
discussed in Master Response 1, the Draft Program EIR evaluated the extension 
alternatives at a program level and more detailed engineering and environmental analysis 
would be included in the project-level EIR for the preferred alternative. 
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COUNTY OF ALAMEDA 
PUBLIC WORKS AGENCY 


399 Elmhurst Street ¢ Hayward, CA 94544-1407 
(S10) 670-3480 


PUBLIC 
WORKS 


December 18, 2009 


Mr. Malcolm Quint 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeside Drive, 16th Floor 

Oakland, CA 94612 BART 925/454-5005 
info@baritolivernwre.org 


Comments: BART EXTENSION TO LIVERMORE dPEIR - SCH 42008062026 
Dear Quint: 


The County of Alameda Public Works Agency has reviewed your Draft Program EIR for the BART extension from 
Pleasanton to Livermore Project and has the following comments. 


The San Francisco Bay Arca Rapid Transit District (BART) has prepared this Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR), pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), for enhanced rail service in eastern Alameda County, 
Service is proposed to follow an alignment originating in the Interstate $80 (-$80) median, at the existing Dublin/Pleasanton 
BART Station, traveling eastward, to Pleasanton and Livermore through on area known as the Tri-Valley (see Figure S-1), 
Nine different alignment, station, aod maintenance facility combinations have been defined, all of which are cither completely 
contained within the [-580 median, or diverge from the 1-580 median and pass southeasterly through portions of the City of 
Livermore to the existing Altamont Commuter Express (ACEWUnion Pacific Railroad (UPRR) or the Southem Pacific 
Railroad (SPRR) corridors. The extension would serve to: 


* alleviate congestion on 1-580, especially during the heavy commute hours between the Central Valley and the San 
Francisco Bay Arca across the Altamont Pass; 


* provide intermodal connections to the ACE regional rail system that links Stockton with San Jose through the ‘Tri-Valley 
area and the east side of San Francisco Bay; and 


The progrom EIR presented 9 alternatives for public commends prior to deciding on a prefered alignment. The Public Works 

14.1 |Ageney commends BART in advancing the construction of this phase of the BART system, The Agency will appreciate the 
opportunity to review and comment on the details of the preferred alternative at such time that it is made available to the 
public. 


‘Thank you for the opportunity to comment on these documents and include the Agency on your mail list. Contact me if you 
have further questions, 


BART to Livermore Programmed EIR 12/1800 
“To Serve and Preserve Our Community” 


BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-112 
June 2010 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4 Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 


Letter 14 County of Alameda Public Works Agency 


14.1 


The Draft Program EIR analyzes nine different alignments for a potential BART extension 
to Livermore, and a tenth alternative (Alternative 2b) has been added in this Final Program 
EIR. BART staff, in conjunction with other responsible agencies, is in the process of 
assessing the merits of the various alignments. Ultimately, the BART Board of Directors 
will determine which alignment will be the preferred alternative. Following selection of 
the preferred alternative, a project-level EIR analysis would be conducted on the preferred 
alternative. This would provide an opportunity to review and comment on the details of 
the preferred alternative. 
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“Joel Kinnamon" To <info@barttolivermore.org> 
<JKinnamon@cipecd.org> = 5 4 e - = 
cc “Audrey Ching” <AChing@clpeed.org>, “Joel Kinnamon 
01/20/2010 04:58 PM <JKinnamon@cipced.org>, “Laura Weaver" 
= <LGWeaver@clpecd.org>, "Mary Hargiss” 
Subject Chabot-Las Positas Community College District (Public 
Agency Comments) 
| History: © This message has been replied to. 


Chabot-Las Positas Community College District Comments Regarding 
Draft Environmental Impact Report for BART-to-Livermore 


Draft Environmental Impact Re DE t BART-to-Livermore and its 
relevancy to students attending Las Positas College. 


First, I want to say that Chabot-Las Positas Community College District 
(CLPCCD) is in support of expanding BART to Livermore. This extension is a 
significant project designed to increase mobility along a corridor that is highly 
congested. 


Transportation by our students, faculty, and staff both to and from our sites 
accounts for approximately 71 percent of the District’s total greenhouse gas 
emissions. CLPCCD is a signatory on the American College and Universities 
Presidents’ Climate Commitment, where it has pledged to reduce its greenhouse 
gas emissions and convenient and accessible public transportation is required to 
meet this commitment. 


Las Positas College has committed to reduce greenhouse emissions and become 
“carbon — neutral.” Key projects include one Megawatt of Solar and a 
state-of-the-art co-generation plant. Public transportation is critical to the College 
as it grows from serving over 9,000 commuter students to a forecasted 15,000 by 
the year 2015. 


While there are pros/cons for each BART station site, it is apparent that locating a 
station at Isabel/I-580 would serve those coming to Las Positas College. 
Individuals travelling from the Peninsula and other distant communities, to take 

15.1 | advantage of academic program expansions that meet regional occupational 
needs, would also benefit from this station location. 


The Isabel/I-580 site has a number of advantages, including cost, that should 
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15.1 


cont. 


clearly support siting a station close to the College. The District has been 
operating with the understanding that the long-term plan included a nearby BART 
station to serve the students that match the demographic using BART. 


Conclusions. 
The following alternatives clearly support the students and community for access 
to Las-Positas College: 


Alternative | Greenville East 
Alternative 2 Las Positas 
Alternative 3 Portola 
Alternative 4 Isabel/I-580 


On behalf of our Trustees, students, faculty and staff - I thank you for your 
consideration. 


Sincerely, 
Joel L. Kinnamon 


Jocl L. Kinnamon, Ed.D. 
Chancellor 
Chabot-Las Positas Community College District 


Phone: 925.485.5206 
Fax: 925.485.5256 
Email: jkinnamon@eclpecd.org 
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Letter 15 Chabot-L as Positas Community College District 


15.1 This comment concerns the merits of individual project alternatives and does not concern 
the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA. The BART 
Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives during the final hearing to 
select a preferred alternative. 
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City OF DUBLIN 


100 Cmic Plaza, Dubin, California 94568 Webseite: hitoy//www,.o dublin.ca.us 


December 17, 2009 


Mr. Malcolm Quint 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeside Drive, 16th Floor 

Oakland, CA 94612 


Dear Mr. Quint: 


This letter is sent to comment on the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for the BART 

to Livermore Project. The City of Dublin supports the evaluation of various alternatives and 

looks forward to participating in further analysis of the project. It was noted that all contiguous 

16.1 | property owners were sent notices on the availability of the document, and the City would like 
tification to continue to the affected property owners throughout the process. 


In addition, there is a large concrete box culvert adjacent to I-580 from just east of the new 

16.2 | Lowe's building site to Fallon Road that will need to be taken into consideration when 
considering any alternative that would widen the 1-580 corridor at this location. Plans for the 
box culvert are available at the Public Works Department, 100 Civic Plaza, Dublin. 


Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report. If 
you have any questions, please contact Ferd Del Rosario at (925) 833-6630. 


Sincerely, 


Melissa A. Morton 
Public Works Director 


MM/mb 

cc: Chris Foss, Assistant City Manager 
Jeri Ram, Community Development Director 
Ferd Del Rosario, Senior Civil Engineer 


GACORRESPONDENCE, STAFF MISC\Melssa\LETTERS, outsidelitr Quint BART 121709.doc 
Aron Cone (925) ¢ City Manager 833-0650 « Cty Council 833-0050 ¢ Pemsowwl 833-0004 ¢ Ecorwric Develgoment 845-0680 


France 633-6640 ¢ Pubic Works/Engineerting 833-6890 ¢ Parks & Commursty Servces 833-0645 ¢ Potce 833-0070 
Pianeing Code Enlornament 833-6610 ¢ Budding mapection 855-4620 ¢ Fre Proeeriixo Buren: 853-406 


Ponted on Recyciad Pace 
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Letter 16 City of Dublin 


16.1 


As part of the scoping process for the Draft Program EIR, notification was mailed to all 
property owners within one-half mile of any of the nine alignments. In addition, 
notification on the availability of the Draft Program EIR, public comment period, and 
public hearings, as well as a follow-up notification about the extension of the public 
comment period and additional hearings were mailed to the property owners within one- 
half mile of any of the nine alignments. BART does not anticipate another mailing of the 
same magnitude as these mailings. However, BART will continue to provide public 
notification of the environmental process through newspaper notices and on its website. In 
addition, BART will notify those who commented on the Draft Program EIR by regular 
mail or email when the Final Program EIR is available for public review. 


BART appreciates the cooperation of the Dublin Public Works Department. Engineering 
for the preservation or relocation of existing facilities would be conducted at the project- 
level design phase. 
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THE CITY OF 


es PLEASANTON. 


Malcolm Quint 

Manager of Travel Demand Planning 
Bay Area Rapid Transit District 

300 Lakeside Drive 

16" Floor 

Oakland, CA 94612 


Dear Mr. Quint, 


Through the years Pleasanton has had an official policy of encouraging the BART 
extension to Livermore. This was memorialized in Policy 12 of our1996 General Plan 
which states “Encourage the extension of BART from Pleasanton to Livermore following 
the 1-580 alignment.” (See 1996 Pleasanton General Plan, p. III-15 /Policy 12) In 
addition, Policy 18 of our current 2005 -- 2025 General Plan contains similar language 
indicating our encouragement of BART to Livermore and beyond. (See 2005-2025 
Pleasanton General Plan p. 3.52/ Policy 18) 


Notwithstanding Pleasanton's long standing and public support for a BART to Livermore 
extension, Pleasanton is opposed to any BART to Livermore Extension that runs on, 

over or below El Charro Road or through the Chain of Lakes areas that are within 
Pleasanton's sphere of influence. These include alignment alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3a, 
and 5 included in the DEIR. (See Figure S-3 of the BART to Livermore Extension DEIR) 
This opposition is based on environmental concerns as set forth in the City’s DEIR 
comment letter dated January 21, 2010, and the overall impacts these alignments would 
have on the City's current and long term planning process for Staples Ranch and the 
Chain of Lakes area. In addition, Pleasanton is opposed to any alignment that includes 

elevated/aerial structures in |-580 that are adjacent to residential and commercial 
properties located in the City of Pleasanton. In view of this opposition and the issues 
outlined in our DEIR comment letter, Pleasanton requests BART remove the above 
stated alignments from the EIR planning process and direct its resources to the other 
alignments included in the DEIR or new alignments that have emerged during the DEIR 
public process that address Pleasanton’s concerns and help meet the City of 
Livermore's goals. 


17.1 


P. O. Box 520, Pleasanton, CA 94566-0802 123 Main Street 


City Manager City Attorney Economic Development City Clerk 

M25) 931-900! M25) 9b-A01S 157 Main Stroct O25) OS1. ET 

Fan: 8451-5482 Fan: 941-5482 VhJ ot Pb E- SDS Tax: 41-72 
hax: OVESA7H 
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17.1 
cont, 


Page 2 
Mr. Quint 
January 19, 2010 


Pleasanton remains committed to facilitating the expansion of BART to Livermore, 
whether such expansion includes stations adjacent to 1-580, in downtown Livermore or 
in other Livermore locations. Further, Pleasanton understands and respects that station 
location is a matter to be resolved primarily between BART and the City of Livermore. 
However, what eventually is resolved between BART and the City of Livermore must be 
mindful of the environmental and planning impacts that the extension would have on 
Pleasanton residents, planning in Pleasanton, well as impacts to the existing BART 
Pleasanton/Dublin BART station. As such, Pleasanton is available to assist BART, as 
weil as the other effected entities, in developing a strategy to extend BART to Livermore 
utilizing feasible route alternatives identified in the DEIR and that have emerged during 
the public comment process that do not involve impacts on Pleasanton residents and 
planning. 


Thank you for your consideration. 


Sincerely, 


Nelson Fialho 
City Manager 


c: Pleasanton Mayor and City Council 
Scott Haggerty, Supervisor 
John McPartland, BART Board of Directors 
Linda Barton, City Manager for City of Livermore 
Steven Bocian, Assistant City Manager 
Jonathan Lowell, City Attorney 
Mike Tassano, Traffic Engineer 
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M aster Responses 3 and 4 of this document address issues related to the potential impacts 
the various BART alignments could have on the Chain of Lakes and Staples Ranch, 
respectively. These issues also are discussed in responses to Comment Letter 18. The 
BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives during the final 
hearing to select a preferred alternative. 
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Vi DELIVERY 


Mr. Matcolm Quint 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeside Drive, L6th Floor 

Oakland, CA 94612 


Re: Response to BART to Livermore Extension Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Dear Mr. Quint: 


This letter serves as the City of Pleasanton’s ("Pleasanton") comments to the BART to Livermore 
Extension Draft Environmental Impact Report (herein referred to as the "DEIR"). 


I, INTRODUCTION 


We preface this letter by reaffirming Pleasanton's commitment to supporting a BART extension 
to Livermore. Through the years, Pleasanton has had an official policy of encouraging the 
BART extension to Livermore in its planning. (See, ¢.g., 1996 Pleasanton General Plan, p. IIl- 
15, Policy 12, [excerpts from the 1996 Pleasanton General Plan are attached hereto as Exhibit 
A].) More recently, Pleasanton, in conjunction with the Cities of Dublin and Livermore, and 
Alameda County, completed the "Tri-Valley Triangle Study," which investigated several new 
regional improvements to alleviate freeway congestion and ways in which to fund those 
improvements, One of the priority projects identified by that study was the preservation of the 
right of way of the 1-580 median for BART extension. (Sce 2005-2025 Pleasanton General Plan, 
p. 3-28, [excerpts from the 2005-2025 General Plan are attached hercto as Exhibit B].) Based on 
Pleasanton's collaboration with its regional partners, and based on long standing BART 

18.1 oo pias: Pleasanton assumed that any BART extension to Livermore would run through 
the [-580 median. 


Morcover, for over twenty years, Pleasanton has planned for development in the area just south 
of 1-580 and just west of El Charro Road, commonly referred to as Staples Ranch. Specifically, 
Staples Ranch refers to the proposed development located in the Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan 
Area, just south of 1-580 and west of Et Charro Road, Staples Ranch is not located within 
Pleasanton, but has been planned for development and annexation into Pleasanton since 1989. 
Staples Ranch is within Pleasanton's Sphere of Influence, Urban Growth Boundary, and General 
Plan Planning Boundary. A Specific Plan Amendment for Staples Ranch was approved in 
February 2009 and allows for the development of « 37 acre auto mall, a 45 acre senior continuing 
care community, 800 senior housing units and a health care center with skilled nursing, assisted 
living, and Alzheimer's care, an 11 acre commercial development, and a 17 acre City community 
park adjacent to El Charro Road and Stoneridge Drive that could include a public four rink ice 
skating facility, a playground, open space, trails, and other amenitics, regional trail connections, 
and finally, a five acre site for a joint neighborhood park/storm water detention basin. 
(Pleasanton Resolution No. 09-268*, attached hereto as Exhibit C.) 


P, O. Box 520, Pleasanton, CA 94566-0802 123 Main Strect 
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In light of the momentum to extend BART to Livermore through the {-580 median, Pleasanton 
was taken aback when the DEIR identified five alternative extensions, Alternatives la, lb, 2a, 3a 
and 5, that would diverge from the 1-580 median to run along El Charro Road (collectively 
referred to as "El Charro Road Alternatives"). (See DEIR, Figures S-3.) These alternatives 
would impose a significant impact on Staples Ranch. Also, the inclusion of elevated/aerial 
BART tracks and structures along El Charro Road, which was neither presented nor anticipated 
by Pleasanton, could significantly impact existing residential neighborhoods adjacent to Staples 
Ranch, Moreover, although Pleasanton understands that the City of Livermore and BART have 
an intcrest in a downtown Livermore station, nonetheless, we were cqually surprised that all but 
one of the studied alignments utilize El Charro Road to reach the downtown destination. There 
are more appropriate alignment options to the east, including Portola Avenue, which were not 
evaluated as alternative alignments in the DEIR, 


18.1 


Pleasanton also takes issue with the DEIR’s identification of Alternative 2a as the 
environmentally superior alternative, Alternative 2a, as well as the other El Charro Road 
Alternatives, have the potential to cut through Staples Ranch, causing significant environmental 
impacts that are not adequately addressed in the DEIR. And even if the alignment of the selected 
alternative does not cut through Staples Ranch, a BART extension alternative running adjacent to 
Staples Ranch on El Charro Road, or on elevated tracks in the 1-580 median, still has the 
potential to significantly impact Staples Ranch. Despite the close proximity of an E! Charro 
Road Alternative to Staples Ranch, the DEIR fails to adequately analyze the impacts of such an 
alternative on Staples Ranch. For this reason discussed in further detail below, Pleasanton 
strongly disagrees with the conclusion that Alternative 2a is the environmentally superior 
alternative and with the DEIR's analysis to the extent that it has omitted an adequate analysis of 
impacts to Staples Ranch, 


Notwithstanding the issues raised in this letter concerning the inadequacy of the DEIR, and 
Pleasanton's longstanding support for the BART extension to Livermore, Pleasanton is opposed 
to any BART extension that runs on, over or below El Charro Road, or through the Chain of 
Lakes areas that are within Pleasanton's sphere of influence, namely, the El Charro Road 
Alternatives. This opposition is based on environmental concerns as set forth in this [ctter, the 
overall impacts these alignments would have on the City's current and long term planning 
process, and the impact on existing and planned development anticipated for Staples Ranch and 
the Chain of Lakes area. In addition, Pleasanton is opposed to any alignment that includes 
clevated/aerial structures in [-580 that are adjacent to residential and commercial properties 
located in the City of Pleasanton. In view of this opposition and the issues outlined in this Ictter, 
Pleasanton requests BART to remove the El Charro Road Alternatives from the environmental 
review planning process. Removal of these alternatives would better serve the needs of BART 
riders, and the interests of the City of Livermore, by directing its resources to the other 
alignments included in the DEIR or new alignments that have emerged during the DEIR public 
process. 


18.4 
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Ik. DISCUSSION 


A. Selection of the Environmentally Superior Alternative Should Be Based on 
the Significance of the Impacts, Not on How Well an Alternative Furthers 
BART's Goals. 


The DEIR selects Alternative 2a, one of the El Charro Road Alternatives, as the environmentally 
superior alternative. The justification is that Alternative 2a results in the greatest reduction in 
vehicle miles traveled ("VMT") per day, which, in turn, offers the greatest benefits to air quality, 
energy savings and reductions in greenhouse emissions. (DEIR, p. 4-11.) By using the 
reduction of VMT, however, the DEIR selects the sviccnmnennlily superior alternative based on 
furtherance of program objectives, not on the least impact to the environment. And in this case, 
the greatest reduction in VMT does not necessarily correlate to the alternative that has the least 
impact. As the DEIR notes, the impacts of Alternative 2a are potentially significant in the 
Downtown Livermore area. (DEIR, p. 4.11.) More importantly, of concern to Pleasanton are the 
significant impacts that Alternative 2a (and any of the other El Charro Road Alternatives) would 
have on Staples Ranch, which are ignored in the DEIR, 


I, The greatest reduction in YMT does not correlate to the least 
significant impact on the environment, 


‘The DEIR overemphasizes the significance of a reduction in VMT. The extent of the 
overemphasis becomes clear when the reduction of the VMT attributable to an alternative is 

laced in context of the entirety of the miles traveled, ‘The VMT is based on miles traveled in 

th Alameda County and San Joaquin County. Under the No Project Alternative, the total 

VMT is 306,704,479. Accordingly, placing the reduction of 860,211 VMT achieved by 
Alternative 2a in context of the entire VMT, Alternative 2a represents only a .28% reduction in 
VMT. (See the attached Exhibit D.) The alternative with the least impact on reduction of VMT 
is Alternative 4. In running a similar comparison with Alternative 4, it represents a reduction of 
13% in VMT, (/bid.) There is nothing in the DEIR to suggest that the difference between .28% 
(the greatest reduction of any of the alternatives) and .13% (the least reduction of any 
alternatives) is significant or that the model is able to maintain accuracy to one tenth of a percent 
for route selection. Moreover, we are not aware that there are any studies that would 
demonstrate that this small difference is significant. Similarly, without evidence in the DEIR (or 
the model) that the difference in VMT is significant, the DEIR's conclusion that because 
Alternative 2a offers the greatest reduction in VMT, it, therefore, offers the greatest air quality 
benefits, cnergy savings and reductions in greenhouse emissions, is also undermined, 


18.5 


2. {nadequacies in the transportation analysis suggest that Alternative 
2a may nof even further BART's goals the greatest. 


CEQA Guideline 15125(a) provides that impacts are analyzed against current existing 
conditions, However, instead of analyzing the impact on existing conditions, the analysis of the 
transportation section tends to leap back and forth between current existing conditions and 2035 
conditions, and rolls its cumulative impact analysis into the main analysis, which tends to be 
18.6 confusing. For example, as is standard practice, the DEIR identifies several existing k 
intersections and their current level of service ("LOS"). (See, e.g., DEIR, pp. 3.2-80-100. 
Instead of using the existing LOS as the baseline for measuring the impact, however, the DEIR 
uses projected LOS in 2035, which, in effect, is using the no project alternative as the baseline. 


' This comment is applicable to other sections, (See, ¢.g., DEIR, pp. 3.10-60 (noise and vibration); 3.11-23-24, 
3.11-28 (air quality); 3. 15-10-11, 3.15-13 (energy).) 


BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-124 
June 2010 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4 Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 


Mr. Malcom Quint 
January 21, 2010 
Page 4 


(See, ¢.g., DEIR, p. 3.2-1.) The DEIR then conveniently concludes that because the baseline for 

measuring impact is the year 2035, the analysis is a cumulative analysis. (DEIR, p. 3.2-155-156 
18.6 ("The preceding transportation analysis incorporates these other planned projects, ..and therefore, 
cont is a cumulative analysis."),) The confusion sets in, however, because although the DEIR uses an 
* | environmental condition baseline of 2035, it assumes that the current land use will stay the same, 
which is not a reasonable assumption over a twenty-five year period. 


a The overall station demand is skewed. 


One effect of analyzing under 2035 conditions, but assuming current land use conditions, is to 
skew the overall station demand, For example, the demand for the proposed Greenville station is 
likely underestimated because currently, the land use surrounding the station is agricultural. 
(DEIR, p. 3.3-29.) However, as the DEIR states, “location and intensity of growth would likely 
shift to take advantage of the BART extension.” (DEIR, p. 4-5.) Indeed, this shift in intensity 
has already been planned and is adopted in the City of Livermore’s General Plan, (City of 
Livermore’s Gencral Plan, pp. 3-23, 3-42, 3-43, Figure 3-8, 3-90, [excerpts of the City of 
Livermore's Gencral Plan are attached hereto as Exhibit E].) Even though the proposed 
Greenville station is just within the City of Livermore's Urban Growth Boundary, assuming the 
boundary did not change, it is foresccable that growth along the Boundary would intensify, 
increasing demand at the proposed Greenville Station, (/bid.) Because shifts in po impact 
transportation corridors, the DEIR appears not to heed the appeal of the Greenville Station that, 
in turn, affects the analysis of the impacts of the different alternatives. 


Iilustrating the skew in station demand is the walk rate for the Greenville Station. The DEIR 
shows a walk rate of 5% for the Greenville Station for Alternative 1, assuming current land use 
continues through 2035, (DEIR, p. 3.2-57.) However, if the DEIR accounted for the fact that 

18.7 | tand use within the City of Livermore's Urban Growth Boundary would change to take 
advantage of the nearby BART station, the walk rate could be closer to 18% at the Greenville 
Station for Alternative 1, which is the current walk rate for the existing Dublin/Pleasanton 
station, (/bid.) 


Similarly, the "attraction valuc" of a Downtown Livermore station and a Vasco Station is skewed 
because it docs not consider change in growth patterns. Currently, the area surrounding the 
Vasco Station is zoned light industrial. (DEIR, p. 3.3-29.) Based on this use, the DEI 
concludes that the Vasco Station creates higher off peak demand, which has a lower impact on 
the core BART system. (DEIR, p. 3.2-59.) First, as an initial matter, the DEIR should focus on 
the environmental impact of creating a higher off peak demand, not simply on the impact of 
BART's core system. If the DEIR were focusing on the environmental impact, then the issuc of 
whether the off-peak demand at the Vasco Station impacts the congestion of 1-580 should be 
addressed. Second, if the DEIR were to take into account that growth near the Vasco Station 
would change to take advantage of a BART station, then its peak demand would increase, thus 
eliminating the station's benefit to BART's core system, and its attraction. sey ul, the 
demand at the Vasco Station could equalize to that of the other stations if BART takes into 
account that growth patterns may change to take advantage of the Vasco Station. 


Station demand may also change if the impacts of the BART Extension alternatives on existing 
UP Commuter Access Principles were sdcreaned now, and not deferred to a project-level 
analysis. ‘The DEIR anticipates that compliance with the UP Commuter Access Principles would 
require the shift of some of the BART Extension alternatives, which has the potential to impact 
pedestrian and bicycle travel, and routes for transit services. (DEIR, p. 3.2-155.) Any impact to 
these transportation modes, especially transit services, has the potential to change the ultimate 
outcome of VMT, which serves as the ultimate benchmark for comparing the alternatives. 
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(DEIR, p. 4-11.) For example, both Alternative 2 and 2a have the Vasco Station as a terminal 
station, Yet the walk rate at the Vasco Station differs between the two. With Alternative 2, the 
walk rate to the Vasco Station is 3% compared to 0% with Alternative 2a. For this reason, the 
impacts on the UP Commuter Access Principles should be analyzed now. 


b. The analysis concerning ACE transfers is inconsistent. 


Likewise, inconsistencies in the analysis concerning ACE transfers should be rectified to achieve 
an adequate analysis. As an initial matter, Alternative 1a does not provide for an ACE transfer at 
the Greenville Station. It is unclear why Alternative | would have an ACE transfer at 
Greenville, but not Alternative la, If Alternative la was to have an ACE transfer, it could 
potentially provide a greater reduction in VMT with this route because commuters could board 
BART at an carlier stop. (See DEIR, pp. 3.2-133-134.) 


Furthermore, the ACE transfer numbers appear inconsistent with the general principle that 
people prefer BART over ACE because BART runs faster. (DEIR, p. 3.2-134.) For example, 
Alternative 2a shows 4000 riders transferring from ACE at a Downtown Livermore Station, but 
only 900 at the Vasco Station. (DEIR, p. 3.2-136.) However, based on the foregoing principle, 
it appears the demand should be reversed with more individuals transferring at the Vasco Station, 
instead of a Downtown Livermore Station, to take advantage of BAR1's shorter commute times. 
Yet another inconsistency is identified by comparing Alternative 3 to Alternative 3a. Both 
Alternative 3 and Alternative 3a have the Downtown Livermore station as the first available 
transfer point from ACE to BART. The DEIR shows Alternative 3a to have a higher number of 
ACE transfers compared to Alternative 3. (DEIR, p. 3.2-136-137.) However, BART travel time 
under Alternative 3 is longer than Alternative 3a, which would suggest a larger transfer for 
Alternative 3. Accordingly, the numbers for ACE transfers under different scenarios are 
inconsistent with commuters’ preference of BART over ACE, 


& The DEIR does not consider all impacts on the existing 
Dublin/Pleasanton Station. 


The transportation analysis also omits addressing the parking impact on the existing 
Dublin/Pleasanton station under the Downtown Livermore Station Alternatives. (DEIR, p. 3.2- 
139.) To mitigate the parking supply shortfall at a Downtown Livermore Station, the DEIR 
proposes additional — al stations that are further east of a Downtown Livermore Station, 
assuming spillover demand will travel east in search of parking. (DEIR, p. 3.2-143.) However, 
such a conclusion is premised on an unreasonable assumption. Driving cast only to travel west 
on BART would add to an individual's commute time. The more reasonable assumption is that 
commuters would drive further west, in the direction of their ultimate destination, to the existing 
)ublin/Pleasanton station in search of parking. The DEIR, however, does not address the impact 
of the spillover demand on the existing Dublin/Pleasanton station, which is likely to create a 
significant impact, Even without the spillover demand from a Downtown Livennore Station, the 
DEIR shows that additional spaces are required at Dublin/Pleasanton. (DEIR, p. 3.2-56.) 
Adding the constrained parking shortfall created by a Downtown Livermore Station, the new 
spaces required at the Dublin/Pleasanton station would nearly double the current total number of 
spaces. (/bid.) Accordingly, the DEIR should address the impact of the Downtown Livermore 
Station Alternatives on parking at the Dublin/Pleasanton station, and identify mitigation 
measures. To the extent that other portions of the transportation analysis rely on the assumption 
that all spillover demand will travel east, those portions should be revised to account for spillover 
demand traveling west to the existing Dublin/Pleasanton station. ‘The revised analysis should 
a pet a discussion on the impact to the Stoneridge Drive Extension (discussed in further 
tail below). 
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Pleasanton notes that some of the weaknesses in the transportation analysis, in tuen, may weaken 
18.10 | the other analyses (hat rely on the transportation analysis. (Sce, ¢.g., DEIR pp. 3.10-60-3.10-65 
cont. | (noise and vibration), 3,1 1-23-24, 3.11-26-28 (air quality); and 3.15-10-11, 315-13 (cnergy).) 
OF particular concern to Pleasanton is the unknown impact of the BART extension alternatives 
on residences west of El Charro Road under existing conditions, and the cumulative impact of 
the BART extension alternatives on foreseeable development, such as Staples Ranch, and on 
traffic on the Stoncridge Drive Extension (discussed below). 


B. BART Should Not Delay Analyzing the Program's Impact on Staples Ranch 
if BART Does Not Abandon the El Charro Road Alternatives. 


We believe the El Charro Road Alternatives are infeasible and that BART, in response to 
concems that Pleasanton and many others have expressed, may soon abandon the Kl Charro 
Road Alternatives, [f, however, BART decides not to abandon all of these Alternatives, then the 
Program’s impact on Staples Ranch and surrounding areas must be analyzed now for the reasons 
expressed below. 


We note that BART anticipates further impact analysis at the project level. (See, e.g., DELR, pp. 
1-3 ("Ata later date, BART intends to prepare a project-level KIRK before making the decision 
whether to construct a project."); sec also id. p. S-8.) Nonetheless, while it may be appropriate to 

18.11 | defer some analysis to subsequent project-level review, deferral of the analysis of the impact on 
Staples Ranch, and on the existing residential neighborhoods adjacent to Staples Ranch, would 
be inconsistent with the DEIR’s goal to "provide an overview of potential environmental impacts 
associated with different alignments and station locations which will allow BART to refine 
station choices during subsequent, more detailed planning, and to begin the process of protecting 
the right-of-way for future development of a transit system and releasing funds." (DEIR, p. 1-3; 
see also id. S-8.) Acquisition of property to secure the right of way will essentially commit 
BART to a particular route, including the precise alignment of that route. Because of this reason, 
the analysis of the impact to Staples Ranch, especially with respect to the El Charro Road 
Alternatives, should be conducted now. (See Laurel Heights improvement Association y. 
Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 396.) 


c. Selection of an El Charro Road Alternative Will Have a Significant Impact 
on Staples Ranch, 


Perhaps the overall insufficiency of the analysis on the impact on Staples Ranch stems from the 
DEIR's conclusion that there are no incompatibility land use issucs between the proposed 
extensions and Staples Ranch because "proposed project alignments would adhere to the same 
transportation corridors that currently form boundaries between the plan areas themselves." 
(DEIR, p. 3.3-62.) However, the DEIR also concedes that the exact alignment is unknown, 
which means the impact to Staples Ranch could be significant. It could cut through Staples 
Ranch potentially causing displacement of the senior continuing care community, or any other 

18.12 businesses located in Staples Ranch. For example, in the population and housing section, there is 

“| no discussion as to how the El Charro Road Alternatives may impact Staples Ranch, specifically 

its senior continuing care community. Accordingly, the population and housing section should 
identify a potentially significant impact on Staples Ranch, Likewise, the other analyses that are 
premised on the conclusion that there are no land use incompatibility issues (i.e., visual quality 
and noise and vibration) should be revised to correct for this inconsistency. 


Nonetheless, even if the acrial structures for the El Charro Road Alternatives do not cut through 
Staples Ranch, they could have a potential significant impact as discussed in further detail below. 
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1. Transportation (Section 3,2); 


As part of the Staples Ranch planning process, Pleasanton plans in the future to extend 
Stoncridge Drive from its current castern terminus just east of Trevor Parkway to El Charro 
Road ("Stoneridge Drive Extension"). The DEIR identifies the Stoneridge Drive Extension as a 
"significant and necessary part[s] of Pleasanton’s local circulation system." (DEIR, p. 3.2-36.) 
Despite its significance, the DEIR docs not address how the BART Extension alternatives may 
impact a major arterial in Pleasanton, (See Exhibit B, Pleasanton General Plan, pp. 3-26-27 
[identifying Stoneridge Drive as a major arterial}.) In light of the fact that five of the nine 
alternatives have a Downtown Livermore Station with insufficient parking, for passengers who 
would be traveling west (and most would be), it is reasonable to assume that riders would drive 
west via the Stoneridge Drive Extension to the next BART station with parking, which is the 
existing Dublin/Pleasanton station. (DEIR, p. 3.2-139.) However, the DEIR assumes that riders 
would drive east, only to tavel further west on BART, which is illogical. (See, ¢.g,, DEIR, p. 
3.2-143.) As acknowledged, the extensions and addition of stations can create significant 
impacts on arterials and intersections duc to the increase in vehicles traveling to and from 
stations. (See e.g., DEIR pp., 1-12, 3.2-46.) Yet there is no discussion of the potential impact of 
the BART Alternative Extensions, coupled with the cumulative impact of foresccable 
development, such as Staples Ranch, on the Stoneridge Drive Extension, 


2. Visual Quality (Section 3.5): 


All of the El Charro Road Alternatives will have a significant impact on visual quality. The 
DEIR states that the acrial structure will be "noticeable alongside E! Charro Road which is 
sparsely vegetated and surrounded by flat quarry land of low visual quality where there are 
virtually no existing structures.” (DEIR, p. 3.5-25.) Despite describing the aerial structure as 
“obtrusive,” it concludes that the impact is of no significance because it is an area of low "visual 
quality.” (DEIR, p. 3.5-25,) 


The DEIR's conclusion, however, is inconsistent with the studies commissioned by Pleasanton. 
BART's own consultants, PBS&J, previously have found any development in the Staples Ranch 
area would result in a significant impact on the visual quality because of the lack of development 
in the area. (Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan Amendmenv Staples Ranch EIR, pp. 3.1-11-3.1-24, 
4-6. [excerpts from the Specific Plan Amendment/Staples Ranch EIR are attached as Exhibit F].) 
Therefore, the introduction of BART's acrial structure will have a significant impact on visual 
quality on the existing conditions, Importantly, assuming the build-out of Staples Ranch, the 
aerial structure would have a cumulative significant impact on the views from the community 
park at Staples Ranch, the Arroyo Mocho regional trail, the planned sidewalks along El Charro 
Road and Stoneridge Drive, the planned continuing care residential community, and the planned 
trail through the quarry area, all of which are considered sensitive receptors by the DEIR. (/bid.; 
see also 3.5-10 (defining sensitive receptor).) Similarly, for these same reasons, the DEIR 
should find a significant impact on the planned open space in East Pleasanton and the Chain of 
Lakes as oer pte by the Water Management and Recreation scetion in Pleasanton's 
Conservation and Open Space Element. (See Exhibit B, Pleasanton General Plan, pps. 7-18-19, 
22-24, 29-31, 35-36.) 
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3. Noise and Vibration (Section 3.10): 


The DEIR states that: "sensitive receptors need to be recognized to describe the impacts of the 
BART extension alternatives." (DEIR, p. 3.10-12.) Sensitive receptors include residences, 
hospitals, schools, and outdoor recreation areas. (/bid.) The DEIR then refers the reader to 
Figures 3.3-2, 3.12-2 and Table 3.10-2 to describe the sensitive receptors that may be affected by 
the BART alternative extensions. The DEIR, however, does not identify sensitive receptors at 
Staples Ranch, which include up to 800 senior residential units, plus a senior health care center, 
the community park with a playground, and the planned neighborhood park. (See Exhibit F, 
Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan Amendment/Staples Ranch ELR, pp. 2-13-2-34.) Other sensitive 
receptors excluded from the impact analysis include existing residences adjacent to [-580, such 
as those on Kircaldy Drive, an existing childcare center by Pimlico (see Exhibit B, Pleasanton 
General Plan, pp. 11-18-19 [map depicting Pimlico], the Fairlands, Meadows and Owens Plaza 
parks (See Exhibit G, Parks Map, Pleasanton Parks and Community Services), and the open 
space areas and planned trails in the quarries contemplated by the Water Management and 
Recreation section in Pleasanton's Conservation and Open Space Element (Sec Exhibit B, 
Picasanton General Plan, pp. 2-14, 7-22, 7-24, 7-35 (Programs 4.2, 4.3.)). Accordingly, Table 
3.10-9 (DEIR, p. 3.10-24) should be revised to include noise and vibration impacts to these 
sensitive receptors. Likewise, the corresponding Figures 3.10-7, 3.10-8, 3.10-10, 3.10-11 and 
3,10-14 should also be revised, 


18.16 


Furthermore, the building of sound walls, as suggested by the DEIR, does not appear to be a 
feasible mitigation measure for Staples Ranch. (DEIR, p. 3.10-71-72; see also 3.10-65.) 
Although the DEIR does not ify how tall the BART aerial structures would be, presumably, 
they would be approximately forty feet. Given the proximity of Staples Ranch to the aerial 
structure, any sound walls, at a minimum, would have to be the same height as the aerial 
structure, ‘thus, any sound walls would be visually unsightly and inconsistent with Pleasanton's 
General Plan policics regarding gateways, which require sensitivity to aesthetic considerations in 
areas adjacent to Pleasanton's entryways, (Sec Exhibit B, Pleasanton General Plan, p. 12-18 
[Policy No. 7]; Program 7.2) 


18.17 
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4, Air Quality (Section 3.11): 


Similar to the Noise and Vibration analysis, the Air Quality analysis does not address the impacts 
to the sensitive receptors at Staples Ranch, which include the 800 senior residential units, plus a 
senior health care center, the community park with a playground, and the planned neighborhood 
park. This section further fails to include an existing childcare center by Pimlico and the 
Fairlands, Meadows and Owens Plaza parks. It also fails to address the impact on planned open 
space in East Pleasanton and the Chain of Lakes as contemplated by the Water Management and 
Recreation section in Pleasanton's Conservation and Open Space Element. (See Exhibit B, 
Pleasanton's General Plan, pp, 2-14, 7-22 , 7-24, 7-35 [Programs 4.2 and 4.3}.) 


18.18 


—————8 


5. Omitted Mitigation Measure: 


One potential solution to mitigate, and perhaps climinate, some significant impacts of the El 
Charro Road Alternatives on Staples Ranch would be to move the alignment of the El Charro 
Road Alternatives further east. By moving the alignments cast, impacts to the sensitive receptors 
at Staples Ranch, i.e., the 800 senior residential units, the senior health care center, the 
community park with a playground, and the planned neighborhood park, should decrease to 
levels of less than significant. A ground level alignment using Portola Avenue could decrease, if 
not eliminate, some of the significant impacts, while still accomplishing the program's goals. It 
is unclear, however, whether BART has considered this shift in alignment. 


18.19 
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Mr. Malcom Quint 
January 21, 2010 
Page 9 


ill. CONCLUSION 


As Pleasanton has outlined above, Alternative 2a has the potential to significantly impact Staples 
Ranch and its surrounding area. This is true of any of the El Charro Road Alternatives. In fact, 
based on the DEIR’s own analysis, the environmentally superior alternative appears to be 
Alternative 4. Because Alternative 4 stays within the I-580 median, without elevated/aerial 
structures, its potential to disturb cultural resources is less, and it would have relatively fewer 
impacts with respect to land use and visual compatibility, noise and vibration impacts, and land 
acquisition. (DEIR, p. 4-12.) Alternative 4 also is the only alternative that is currently compliant 

18.20 | with the UP Commuter Access Principles. (DEIR, p. 2-54.) In addition, based on the foregoing 
comments, Alternative 4, or any of the other alternatives that run down the [-580 median beyond 
El Charro Road, would not have the significant impact on East Pleasanton El Charro Road 
Alternatives would have. The DEIR dismisses Alternative 4, however, because it does not 
satisfy BART's program objective of reduction of the VMT as well as some of the alternatives. 
(DEIR, p. 4-12.) However, the criteria for selecting the environmentally superior alternative is 
its impact on the environment, not on how well it advances BART's goals. [tis for the BART 
Board of Directors to balance the competing interests of fulfilling its program goals with the 
program's impact on the environment. 


Pleasanton remains committed to facilitating the expansion of BART to Livermore, whether such 
expansion includes stations adjacent to 1-580, in downtown Livermore or in other Livermore 
locations. Further, Pleasanton understands that station location is a matter to be resolved 
Ents between BART and the City of Livermore. However, what eventually is resolved 

tween BART and the City of Livermore must address the environmental impact that such 
expansion would have on Pleasanton residents and planned Pleasanton development, As such, 
Pleasanton would like to assist BART, as well as the other effected entities, in developing a 
strategy to extend BART to Livermore while minimizing the impact to the environment. [f you 
have any questions or would like to meet to discuss the comments provided herein, please feel 
free to contact me. 


Very Trufy Yours, 


Nelson Fialho 
City Manager 


Enclosures 


c: Pleasanton Mayor and City Council, w/o exhibits 
Scott Haggerty, Supervisor, w/o exhibits 
John McPartland, BART Board of Directors, w/o exhibits 
Linda Barton, City Manager, Livermore, w/o exhibits 
Steven Bocian, Assistant City Manager, w/o exhibits 
Jonathan Lowell, City Attorney 
Brian Dolan, Director of Community Development 
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Letter 18 City of Pleasanton 


18.1 In meetings with Pleasanton city staff during the pre-scoping and scoping process for the 
BART to Livermore Program EIR, BART staff clearly stated that a series of alignments 
would be evaluated as part of the Draft Program EIR, including aerial alignments and 
alignments along El Charro Road and through the Chain of Lakes. Notices of the scoping 
process also were mailed to Pleasanton residents within one-half mile of potential 
alignments and stations. Pleasanton city staff participated in a series of Technical Advisory 
Committee meetings where the various alignments were described as a part of the 
development of the Draft Program EIR analysis. In addition, except for the portions of all 
the alternatives which are located at-grade in the median of |-580, before departing the 
freeway corridor to follow El Charro Road, the BART alignments would not be adjacent to 
any existing residential neighborhoods in Pleasanton. 


As this comment highlights, early planning and regional discussion of the BART to 
Livermore Extension Program focused largely on the potential of an alignment routed 
primarily in the l-580 median. This is reflected in adopted policies of the current City of 
Pleasanton and City of Livermore General Plans. However, CEQA requires that an EIR 
consider and discuss a range of reasonable alternatives which would feasibly attain most of 
the basic program objectives. As explained in the document, the Draft Program EIR will 
be used to narrow the range of feasible alignment alternatives by evaluating the potential 
environmental impacts and tradeoffs associated with different routes (page 5-8, paragraph 
5). Additionally, although at least a portion of all of the build alternatives is within the 
I-580 median, increased awareness of the value of transit stations in stimulating housing 
and economic development has shifted attention to alignment options other than those 
exclusive to the development-restrictive |-580 median. 


Please refer also to Master Response 4 of this document, regarding impacts to planned 
development at Staples Ranch. 


18.2 As noted in the comment, four of the five alternatives evaluated in the Draft Program EIR 
that include a Downtown Livermore Station use the El Charro alignment through the Chain 
of Lakes. Although the comment states that an alignment along Portola to a Downtown 
Livermore Station needs to be evaluated, the Portola alignment was fully evaluated in the 
Draft Program EIR as Alternative 3. In addition, a new alternative, Alternative 2b, travels 
along Portola Avenue with a Downtown Livermore Station, and has been included in this 
Final Program EIR, as described in Section 1.4 of this document. 


13.3 The Draft Program EIR (see Section 4.5, Environmentally Superior Alternative of the 
Draft Program EIR) identifies Alternative 2a as the environmentally superior alternative 
because it would avoid or reduce many of the impacts associated with the other alternative 
alignments, including impacts associated with agricultural resources, airport-related safety 
zones, and certain biological resources. In addition to avoiding or reducing impacts, 
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Alternative 2a would also result in greater beneficial impacts associated with vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT), air emissions, and energy savings. 


The commentor notes that this analysis does not consider impacts to receptors at the Staples 
Ranch site. These receptors were not considered because they are not part of the existing 
condition at the Staples Ranch site, as described in M aster Response 4. However, as also 
described in Master Response 4, these uses could be considered to be part of the future 
existing condition since this development could be in place at the time of the project-level 
EIR for the BART to Livermore project. See Master Response 4 for a discussion of 
potential land use, visual, noise, traffic, and air quality impacts to future sensitive receptors 
at the Staples Ranch site from El Charro Road alternative alignments, including Alternative 
2a. 


In addition to the above discussion, Section 1.4 of this document, identifies a new 
alternative, Alternative 2b. Alternative 2b is a hybrid of alternatives 2a and 3, which would 
avoid many of the impacts of Alternative 2a while retaining the benefits. This alternative 
acts as a “mitigated” alternative and would be environmentally superior to Alternative 2a. 
See Section 1.4 of this document for evaluation of this new alternative. 


18.4 This comment objects to the inclusion of any alternative aligned along E! Charro Road in 
the environmental review and planning process, due to environmental concerns. The 
specific environmental concerns raised by Pleasanton are addressed in the following 
responses and Master Responses 3 and 4 of this document. As part of its evaluation and 
selection, the BART Board will also balance the environmental impacts with the 
environmental benefits of each alternative. 


18.5 The comment suggests that the Draft Program EIR improperly identifies Alternative 2a as 
the environmentally superior alternative. It should be noted, as explained in Response 
18.4, that a new Alternative 2b has been proposed that would be the new environmentally 
superior alternative. 


The existing discussion in the Draft Program EIR identifying Alternative 2a as the 
environmentally superior alternative does not rely exclusively on VMT reductions, as the 
comment suggests. See Section 4.5 of the Draft Program EIR, which compares the various 
alternatives’ respective impacts in the various areas of analysis (e.g., land use, noise and 
vibration, traffic), and concludes that no single alternative is environmentally superior to 
the others across all impact areas. VMT reductions are used as a distinguishing analytical 
point because of the related environmental benefits associated with such reductions. 
While the differences in VMT between the alternatives may represent a relatively small 
portion of the total VMT traveled in Alameda County, the differences nonetheless are 
significant. For example, the difference in daily VMT between Alternatives 2a and 4 is 
456,051 miles. Assuming that the average vehicle trip length is 30 miles, the difference 
between the alternatives represents 15,200 daily vehicle trips. If the average fuel 
consumption is 30 miles per gallon, this represents 15,200 gallons per day. This is a 
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substantial reduction in the number of trips and fuel consumption, more than enough to 
improve travel conditions in the study area as is documented in Section 3.2 of the Draft 
Program EIR (see also Response 5.27). The smaller the VMT reduction, the greater the air 
quality, energy consumption, and greenhouse gas emission impacts. The above 
notwithstanding, it should be recognized that all of the build alternatives contribute to a 
reduction in VMT, and, accordingly, the build alternatives would not have a significant 
adverse impact on regional VMT, air emissions, energy consumption, and greenhouse gas 
emissions. The differences are really about the relative benefits that accrue to the different 
build alternatives. This perspective and these relative differences are acknowledged in the 
discussion of the environmentally superior alternative (see specifically, page 4-12), where 
the impacts of the two-station alternatives are distinguished from the one-station 
alternatives. See Master Responses 3 and 4 for discussion of the Chain of Lakes and 
Staples Ranch, respectively. 


Please refer to Master Response 2 of this document, regarding the assumptions behind the 
ridership forecasting and the estimates of VMT. It is correct to note that when comparing 
the alternatives, the accuracy of the travel model should be considered. However, the 
relative range of variations in the VMT reductions associated with the alternatives is 
relatively large - the lowest reduction, that for Alternative 4 is 47 percent of the highest 
reduction, that for Alterative 2a. Five of the alternatives (1, 1a, 1b, 2, and 3) would result 
in VMT reductions in the range of 80 to 86 percent, compared to Alternative 2a. For these 
alternatives, considering the accuracy of the travel model, their performance should be 
considered roughly equivalent. 


18.6 Please refer to Master Response 2 of this document, regarding the assumptions behind the 
ridership forecasting, particularly land use. Also please refer to Response 5.4, regarding 
the definition of impacts. A Program EIR focuses on comparisons of the alternatives as 
related to a No Build Scenario. The year 2035 represents a reasonable time frame in which 
a major infrastructure project of this type could be designed, built, and operational. 
Conditions of population and employment, which are critical to the level of ridership to be 
experienced on the BART extension, would also be substantially different than current 
conditions. This future scenario yields a much more meaningful comparison of the 
alternatives than does a comparison of existing conditions with and without the alternatives. 
The evaluation of one of the BART extension alternatives against the existing conditions 
scenario would be misleading, because current levels of development and travel demand 
will not exist when any of the BART alternatives could reasonably be built many years in 
the future. This approach is consistent with the California Supreme Court's recent decision 
in Communities for a Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Management District, 
which emphasizes that an EIR should not mechanically rely on a “snapshot” of existing 
environmental conditions at the time of issuance of the Notice of Preparation when 
establishing the environmental baseline when those conditions are not representative of 
expected conditions at the time of project implementation. 
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The transportation analysis did not assume that current land use conditions would continue 
until the year 2035 as suggested by the commentor. The land use projections used for this 
Program Draft EIR analysis represent year 2035 conditions. All the comparisons of 
alternatives in the transportation analysis are for the future year 2035. The analysis for 
future year 2035 is a cumulative analysis in that it includes other planned or reasonably 
foreseeable projects in the study area. 


Please refer to M aster Response 2 of this document and Response 18.6 above regarding the 
assumptions behind the ridership forecasting, in particular the land use assumptions. The 
land use assumptions used for the transportation analysis are drawn from ABAG Projections 
2007 and reflect future, not current, conditions. These assumptions are subject to review 
by each of the cities in the study area and are consistent with the cities’ general plans. For 
Livermore, the General Plan does not allow development and growth outside the Urban 
Growth Boundary (UGB). ABAG’s projections are consistent with the assumption that 
growth can occur within the UGB around the stations sites, but cannot be assumed to occur 
outside the UGB. 


Given this understanding, the comment regarding a much higher percentage of BART 
passengers walking to the Greenville East Station is incorrect; the percentage of walk- 
access passengers reported in the Draft Program EIR already takes into consideration 
potential development within the UGB. The Greenville East Station site is bounded on the 
north by the I-580 freeway and on the east by the UGB which would limit walk access 
significantly. As such, this station would not be similar in walking characteristics to the 
Dublin/Pleasanton Station which is surrounded by development on all four sides. 


The land use assumptions for the Vasco Road and Downtown Livermore stations are also 
consistent with the City of Livermore’s General Plan and reflect the planned growth in 
those areas. Increased off-peak trips that occur in areas of mixed used development, such 
as that anticipated around the Vasco Road and Downtown Livermore areas, are generally 
beneficial since BART has available unused train capacity during the off peak hours; 
whereas, added peak period trips tend to require increases in train capacity. The same is 
generally true for the highway network. As a result, the environmental impacts such as 
localized congestion from increasing off-peak trips would be less than increasing peak 
trips. The Draft Program EIR reports the BART extension’s effects during the peak period 
and, thus, already characterizes the worst-case impacts anticipated from operations of the 
BART extension. 


If the enforcement of the UPRR Commuter Access Principles by the UPRR require that 
those stations which are in the UPRR right-of-way be moved outside the right-of-way, the 
impact on ridership and VMT would not be substantially different than described in the 
Draft Program EIR, because the location of the station site would be shifted only a small 
distance to clear the right-of-way, a distance that would not have a material effect on the 
mode of access (including by transit, bicycle, or walking) or the number of passengers 
accessing the V asco Road or Downtown Livermore stations. 
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The reason for the difference in the walk access mode percentage at the V asco Road Station 
between Alternatives 2 and 2a relates more to how the transportation model allocates 
demand between the station access travel modes than to the density of land use around the 
station. The model calculates the time required to drive, use transit, or walk from each 
travel zone to the station and for each zone the mode with shortest time is assigned all of 
the demand. Alternative 2a has a higher park-and-ride access demand than Alternative 2, 
because there are slight differences in the model coding for the access links from the zones 
nearest the station. The results of this coding are that the number of forecast pedestrian 
trips for Alternative 2a is zero as compared to three percent for Alternative 2. This 
difference in coding only affects the relative level of pedestrian access versus park-and-ride 
access and does not affect the total ridership. 


18.8 The alternatives were developed to test a full range of options and to capture the 
implications of specific differences in the alignments and station sites. Alternative 1 has a 
transfer to ACE at the Greenville East Station. This alternative would make the existing 
ACE station at Vasco Road redundant, and ACE would have to consider closing this station 
or making three stops in Livermore within a very short distance. In developing Alternative 
la, the ACE transfer at Greenville East Station was purposely excluded. The framing of 
the alternatives in this fashion was done to test the implications of keeping the ACE 
transfer at the Vasco Road Station. The results suggest that the Alternative la ridership 
would increase if the transfer were provided at the Greenville East Station, as noted by the 
commentor. 


18.9 As noted by the commentor, the magnitude of the transfers from ACE to the various BART 
extension alternatives is influenced by the differences in the speed of the ACE trains 
compared to the speed characteristics of BART. However, the speed of BART trains is not 
the only determinant in the number of ACE transfers. Generally, the BART trains operate 
at higher speeds than ACE, so that those ACE riders that can reach their destination using 
BART would transfer as soon as possible. There are, however, other factors that also 
influence the magnitude of the transfer. One of these is the actual walking distance 
required to make the transfer to BART at the transfer station. For Alternative 2a, the 
walking distance required to make the transfer at the Vasco Station is more than the 
walking distance required at the Downtown Livermore Station. There is enough of a 
difference to offset the very slight time savings experienced by riding BART instead of 
ACE from the Vasco Road Station to the Downtown Livermore Station. Similarly for 
Alternative 3, the transfer from the underground Downtown Livermore BART Station to 
the ACE station requires a walk of about 1,500 feet. In contrast, Alternative 3a requires a 
walk of less than 100 feet. This is enough of a difference to offset the travel time savings 
on BART that Alternative 3 offers over 3a. 


18.10 Please refer to Master Response 5 of this document, regarding the station parking impacts 
on the Downtown Livermore area, and to Master Response 4 regarding the impact on the 
City of Pleasanton streets. The proposed amount of parking at the Downtown Livermore 
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Station was purposely limited to be consistent with the City of Livermore's plans to 
develop the downtown as a transit supportive environment with emphasis on access to the 
station by transit, bicycle, and walking. The Draft Program EIR notes that this assumption 
may result in a shortage of BART parking at the station and a desire by BART patrons to 
park outside the BART parking areas in the downtown and the surrounding neighborhoods. 
A number of cities have BART stations in their downtowns and they have successful 
addressed the spillover parking issues with simple parking management practices including 
time limits, parking pricing, parking permits, and making private parking available to 
BART patrons. It is important to note that BART patrons learn to adjust to constrained 
parking situations by using transit or arranging to carpool or be dropped off at the station. 
They also learn when the parking reaches capacity and to adjust their travel decision 
accordingly. 


As such, it is not likely that a large number of BART users will drive to the Downtown 
Livermore Station each day and then upon finding the parking to be full will elect to drive 
all the way to the Dublin/Pleasanton Station (which will also have a constrained amount of 
parking). It is more likely that those who still want to access BART by parking would 
learn to seek out the alternative BART station most convenient to their travel route. The 
options available to them vary by alternative, but the Dublin/Pleasanton Station would 
never be the only other option available. Also, if more parking were to be provided at the 
other station on a given alignment, it is important to consider the likely ways in which 
people would adjust their travel patterns given the availability of the parking. For 
example, if in Alternative 2a more parking was provided at the Vasco Road Station to 
offset the parking shortfall at the Downtown Livermore Station, the most likely users of the 
additional parking at the V asco Road Station would be those arriving in the area from 1-580 
via the Altamont Pass and those living in eastern Livermore. Without the additional 
parking, some of these individuals would have opted to park at the Downtown Livermore 
Station. Asa result, they will free up parking at the Downtown Livermore Station which 
can then be used by those living closer to the downtown area. Some drivers may still opt 
to attempt to park at the Dublin/Pleasanton Station. However, it is important to note that all 
of the BART extension alternatives provide additional BART parking in the corridor, 
beyond that which would be provided under the No Build Alternative. As a result, all of 
the alternatives reduce the demand for parking at the Dublin/Pleasanton Station compared 
with the No Build Alternative. The parking impact at the Dublin/Pleasanton Station would 
be worse under the No Build Alternative than it would with any of the alternatives even 
with full consideration of the parking constraint in Downtown Livermore. 


The commentor’s transportation comments have not suggested significant flaws that would 
make conclusions about other transportation-related impacts (air quality, noise, energy, 
etc.) suspect and the overall conclusions from the Program EIR comparing the relative 
tradeoffs among the alternatives would continue to apply. See Master Responses 3 and 4 
for discussion of the Chain of Lakes and Staples Ranch, respectively. 
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18.11 


18.12 


18.13 


18.14 


18.15 


Please refer to Master Response 3 of this document, regarding the Chain of Lakes/E| 
Charro alignment and M aster Response 4 for analysis of Staples Ranch. In addition, please 
also refer to Master Response 1 of this document, regarding the differences between 
program- and project-level analyses. 


See Master Response 4, Staples Ranch, for a discussion of potential land use impacts to the 
Staples Ranch site. Note Figure 3-1 shows the El Charro Road BART alignments in 
relation to the conceptual site plan for the Staples Ranch site. As shown, the alignment 
would potentially cross into the Staples Ranch site in the northwest corner where the site 
plan identifies landscaping and parking for the auto mall. In the area adjacent to the senior 
community center, the alignment would be within the 1-580 median and would not require a 
parcel take at the community center. 


Please refer to Master Response 4 of this document, regarding the BART extension 
alternatives impact on the City of Pleasanton streets, and in particular Stoneridge Drive. 
Also, please refer to Response 18.10, regarding the effect of limited parking at the 
Downtown Livermore Station and traffic on local streets. 


To better clarify the impact of the aerial structure along El Charro Road, the fifth and sixth 
sentences of the first paragraph of page 3.5-25 are revised as follows: 


The aerial structure would be visually prominent obtrusive due to the fact that, 
unlike the area around the intersection of El Charro Road and |-580, there is no 
existing transportation infrastructure of similar visual quality in the immediate area 
ip-an_environment where ne-such-existing structures-exist. However, because this 
area the aertel structure would be located in _an_area-where the is of low overall 
existing visual quality and largely devoid of built and natural features and scenic 
vantage points+stow, the aerial structure along El Charro Road would not result in 
a significant impact for this alternative. 


As stated subsequently, in the same section (Section 3.5, Visual Quality), the aerial 
structure would not obstruct views (see page 3.5-39, paragraph 3). 


The commentor asserts that the conclusions of the Draft Program EIR regarding visual 
quality are not consistent with the conclusions of the EIR prepared for the Staples Ranch 
site, adjacent to the extension alternatives. The Draft Program EIR identifies impacts from 
the BART to Livermore extension alternatives associated with visual compatibility, 
obstruction of important views or scenic vistas, and disturbance to scenic resources. 
Similar impact topics were addressed in the Staples Ranch EIR, which identified impacts 
associated with changes to the visual character (including blocking views), and impacts to 
scenic resources. 


In the case of BART to Livermore, the Draft Program EIR discusses potential impacts 
associated with visual compatibility on pages 3.5-25 through 3.5-36 for alternatives with an 
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aerial configuration along El Charro Road (Alternatives la, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5). For each 
of these alternatives, the Draft Program EIR states that the proposed aerial structure along 
El Charro Road would be a noticeable feature; however, in the area of the Staples Ranch 
site at 1-580, the Draft Program EIR notes that the aerial structure would be compatible 
with the existing overpasses and ramps associated with the highway and would not block 
views of proposed signage at the Staples Ranch site. Farther south along El Charro Road, 
where no such existing structures exist, the placement of the aerial structure would be 
visually prominent. However, because the existing visual quality is low in the area along 
El Charro Road south of I-580, there would be no significant impacts in terms of visual 
compatibility from the placement of this structure. 


The Staples Ranch EIR also addresses impacts to the visual character/visual compatibility 
of the area. This EIR addresses the changes in the character of the Staples Ranch site from 
an open undeveloped rural area to a developed urban area, which is considered to be a 
significant impact of that project because of the scope and scale of the change. The 
conclusions of the two documents are not inconsistent since the Staples Ranch EIR is 
addressing the placement of 124-acres of land development within a previously 
undeveloped area, whereas the BART to Livermore extension would place an aerial 
structure within an existing roadway corridor. The conclusions from the two EIRs are not 
incompatible, but rather address impacts from two very different types of developments. 


Impacts associated with blocked views, and identification of scenic resources within the 
Staples Ranch area are consistent between the Draft Program EIR and the Staples Ranch 
EIR, as both documents identified less-than-significant impacts associated with each of 
these significance criteria. 


Please refer to Master Response 3 of this document, regarding the Chain of Lakes/E| 
Charro alignment. 


18.16 M aster Response 4 addresses the noise impacts to proposed sensitive receptors in Staples 
Ranch. As discussed in Master Response 4, impacts from the BART train may result in 
significant noise impacts to the senior care community near I-580. Similar to other 
locations within the study area, even with mitigation, noise levels from BART trains may 
not be reduced below the significance criteria, and impacts would be significant and 
unavoidable. 


The Draft Program EIR addresses noise impacts along 1-580 to residences (where average 
day-night noise levels are critical) between Santa Rita Road and W. Las Positas Boulevard; 
this area includes residents along Pimlico Drive and Kirkcaldy Street. The Pimlico 
Drive/Kirkcaldy Drive neighborhood is represented by Receptor P-1 in the tables and 
figures in Section 3.10, Noise and Vibration, in the Draft Program EIR. The worst noise 
impact would be at P-1, according to Table 3.10-11 of the Draft Program EIR. The noise 
impacts to residences in this area were determined to be less than significant. 
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Noise impacts to schools and recreational facilities, where hourly noise impacts are critical, 
are also less than significant in this area along |-580. For example, the closest school and 
recreational facility to the alignment would be the KinderCare L earning Center at Brockton 
Drive and Pimlico Drive. This day-care school is approximately 450 feet from the 
proposed alignment. Based on noise monitoring conducted along I-580, the minimum 
existing hourly noise level is conservatively estimated to be 49 dBA Le at this distance 
from 1-580 during school hours. Acceptable project noise levels would be less than 
59 dBA Le at this existing noise level. Noise from the BART trains would be about 
58 dBA and so the noise impact to the school would be less than significant. Fairlands 
Park, Meadows Park, and Owens Plaza Park are all farther away from the proposed 
alignments and so are expected to be even less impacted by noise from the BART trains. 


Master Response 3 addresses the noise impacts in the Chain of Lakes area. The noise 
impacts at the El Charro Road alignment are considered potentially significant and 
unavoidable. 


As discussed under Impact NO-6 starting on page 3.10-65, vibration impacts need to be 
considered for residences and institutions such as schools and churches. Vibration impacts 
start to become an issue if a vibration sensitive receptor is within 100 feet of the tracks. 
None of the above residences and schools are within 100 feet of the tracks and so vibration 
impacts to these receptors would be less than significant. 


18.17 Please refer to Master Response 4 for a discussion of noise impacts to the Staples Ranch 
site. As noted in Master Response 4, there may be significant impacts to the senior care 
center. M aster Response 4 also explains that if the Staples Ranch development is present at 
the time of BART to Livermore construction and impacted under the selected alternative, 
Mitigation M easure NO-1.1 from the Draft Program EIR would apply. For the purposes 
of this program-level environmental review, this impact is considered potentially significant 
and unavoidable (see page 3.10-53, paragraph 3). 


It should be noted that this comment contains incorrect assumptions concerning the height 
of the proposed BART aerial guideway, and the traditional design of sound walls for aerial 
transit structures. First, while the design of the BART alternatives is only conceptual at 
this time, the proposed BART aerial structure would be approximately 25 feet tall at the 
point nearest the planned development at Staples Ranch, and it would increase to a 
maximum height of 42 feet further south along El Charro Road. Second, the comment 
states that any associated sound walls would have to be the same height as the aerial 
structure itself, and would therefore conflict with City of Pleasanton’s General Plan 
policies regarding aesthetics at City entryways. This comment suggests that sound walls, 
built from the ground up, would effectively envelop the aerial structure. As noted in the 
Draft Program EIR, Mitigation Measure NO-1.1, the height of sound walls could be 
between 5 and 15 feet, and is dependent on their location relative to noise source and 
receptors (See page 3.10-53). Although the design details of any sound walls would not be 
established until project-level review, sound walls could be constructed on the aerial 
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18.18 


18.19 


18.20 


16.21 


structure itself rather than at ground level. These aerial sound walls would provide noise 
shielding at the source of the noise and would also preserve sight lines through the pillars 
of the aerial structure. Therefore, sound walls could be constructed in a way that results in 
only negligible increases in the overall visual prominence of the aerial structure itself. 


See M aster Response 4, Staples Ranch, for a discussion of potential air quality impacts to 
the Staples Ranch site, and Master Response 3 for issues relating to the Chain of Lakes. 
As noted in the Draft Program EIR, no significant air quality impacts would be associated 
with the BART extension to Livermore; this includes the potential for impacts to the 
existing childcare center and parks located south of 1-580 in Pleasanton. 


The comment states that an alignment east of El Charro Road needs to be considered, 
possibly along Portola Avenue. The Draft Program EIR did consider an alignment along 
Portola A venue to a Downtown Livermore Station, and that alternative was fully evaluated 
in the Draft Program EIR (Alternative 3 — Portola). In addition, a new alternative, 
Alternative 2b, which would travel along Portola Avenue with a Downtown Livermore 
Station, has been included in this Final Program EIR (see Section 1.4 of this document). 


As noted in the comment, there are benefits to Alternative 4. However, the Draft Program 
EIR concluded that Alternative 2a is the environmentally superior alternative. In the 
course of the EIR process, a newly developed alternative, Alternative 2b, has emerged as 
the environmentally superior alternative. Alternative 2b would also have among the 
greatest air quality benefits, energy savings, and reductions in greenhouse emissions (see 
Section 1.4 of this document). As noted in the comment, it is for the BART Board of 
Directors to balance the competing interests of fulfilling program goals with each 
alternative’s impact on the environment. 


BART appreciates Pleasanton’s willingness to assist in an extension strategy that minimizes 
effects on the environment. The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the 
alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 
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Department of Contra Catherine O. Kutsuris 
Conservation & Cost 
Development osta 


Community Development Division 


County Administration Building 
651 Pine Street 

North Wing, Fourth Floor 
Martinez, CA 94553-1229 


Phone: (925) 335-1201 


December 28, 2009 


Malcolm Quint 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeside Drive, 16" floor 

Oakland CA 94612 


Dear Malcolm: 


Ihave reviewed the transportation section of the Draft Environmental Impact Report on the BART 
extension to Livermore, and offer the following comment. 


Several of the alternative alignments would place the BART extension on 1-580, There are high- 

19.1 | occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane projects planned for the same section of 1-580, It would be helpful 
for the document to discuss whether the freeway right-of-way has enough room in it for both the 
BART extension and the HOV lanes. | could not find any discussion of this subject in the Draft 
EIR. 


The reason for my comment is the cost implications for the Livermore BART project, As you may 
be aware, the evaluation of the eastern Contra Costa County BART extension was significantly 
influenced by apparent funding constraints, even though Measure J committed $125 million to this 
project. Cost was the primary reason for rejecting regular BART as the preferred project in castern 
Contra Costa County. An alternative, less costly type of rail was chosen as the preferred project for 
what has become known as “eBART.” In light of this experience, it would be helpful to account for 
potential right-of-way cost impacts for an alignment using 1-580 for the Livermore BART extension 
project. 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR. 


Mn site 


ohn Greitzer 
Senior Transportation Planner 


G:\Transportation Greitzer\Letter\2009 letter Malcom Quim DEIR Livemore extension.doc 


Cc: S. Goetz, Dept, of Conservation and Development 
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Letter 19 Contra Costa County Department of C onservation and Development 


19.1 


As noted in the Draft Program EIR, one of the identified future transportation projects in 
the study is “the widening of both eastbound and westbound |-580 to include auxiliary and 
high-occupancy vehicle (HOV )/high-occupancy toll (HOT) lanes” (see page 2-2). All of 
the impact evaluations of the alternatives and the cost estimates assume that, in order to 
accommodate BART in the median of |-580, it would be necessary to reconstruct portions 
of the existing freeway lanes and the planned HOV/HOT lanes to create a wide enough 
median for the BART alignment. This information is presented in the Draft Program EIR 
beginning on page 2-50. The costs of the additional right-of-way required to widen I-580 
sufficiently to accommodate the planned freeway cross-section with BART in the median 
are included as appropriate in the cost estimates for each alternative. 
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East Bay 


SO) PERALTA GCAKS COUR FPO 8OxK tu CALL ANT ALWPORNIA 94405-0Mi 
T. | SOR ESPARES F SiC ted 4219 TOO S043) 80 Wwe Perens CFO 


January 20, 2010 


Mr, Malcolm Quint 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeside Drive, | 6th floor 

Oakland, CA, 94612 


RE: BART TO LIVERMORE DRAFT PROGRAM DEIR 
Dear Mr. Quint: 


The East Bay Regional Park District ("District") has obtained a copy of the BART to Livermore 
draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). Alternatives being considered abut the 2035-acre 
Brushy Peak Regional Preserve (Preserve) to the east and future parkland and trails identified in 
our 2007 master plan (attached, and viewable at http://www.ebparks.org/planning/mp/2007_map). 
The District also owns the 17-acre Frick property, which includes about ' of Frick Lake, north of 
the proposed Greenville maintenance yard. 


Development of the BART Livermore property may result in significant adverse impacts to 
sensitive biological resources at the Preserve, and disruption of a scenic open space adjacent the 
Preserve. We have noted these concerns in letters to the City of Livermore regarding 
development proposals on the Farber and Ahmed properties, and in our comment letters on the 
Vasco Laughlin Scudy and the Livermore General Plan. 


Our 2007 Master Plan envisions future parldand at the Chain of Lakes area and identifies several 
future trails that may be impacted by the project. These future trails include the Arroyo Mocho 
Trail, San Joaquin County to Shadow Cliffs Trail, Shadow Cliffs co Morgan Territory Trail and 
Pleasanton Ridge to Shadow Cliffs Trail. Impacts to these resources should be avoided or 
minimized. The DEIR lacks the detail we need to understand potential land use conflicts and other 


project impacts to recreation. 
The District has no objection to BART service expansion to Livermore provided chat its 


implementation avoids or minimizes impacts to Brushy Peak Regional Preserve and surrounding 
open space areas and future parks and trails identified by our 2007 Master Plan. 


The following are the District's comments on the DEIR: 
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Biological Resources 

The Livermore BART property contains potential habitat for a number of special-status species, 
including San Joaquin kit fox, California tiger salamander, California red-legged frog and western 
burrowing owl, Altamont Creek, which drains through the BART property, contains California 
red-legged frog and tiger salamander. Frick Lake to the north contains fairy shrimp, tiger 
salamander and San Joaquin spearscale. Brushy Peak, to the northeast, contains kit fox, golden 
eagle, prairie falcon, logger-head shrike, tiger salamander, red-legged frog, burrowing owl, long- 
horn fairy shrimp, San Joaquin spearscale, brittlescale, heartscale and stinkbells. Any of these 
species may occur in the project area and may be affected by the proposed project. 


Impacts to special-status species in the project area should be addressed and programmatic 
mitigation measures should be adopted in the Program EIR. Efforts should first be made to 
select an alternative that avoids impacts to special-status species. If alternatives cannot avoid 
the impact, the overall size of the project footprint should be reduced and located away from 
sensitive areas, including Brushy Peak Preserve and Altamont Creek. For unavoidable impacts, 
BART should mitigate on-site where possible and on adjacent lands to provide maximum 
benefit for impacted species and habitats. Land that is set aside as mitigation should also 
include a long-term management plan and adequate management funding though a perpetual 
endowment or assessment. 


The DEIR should consider the direct, in-direct and cumulative effects of development in this 
area on biological resources. Development of the BART property may open a new area to 

residential and commercial development. Specifically, the DEIR should consider the growth 
inducing effects of this project on adjacent undeveloped private properties. 


Impacts to Brushy Peak: The natural resources found on the BART property also occur at 
Brushy Peak Preserve. This includes the former Dyer property to the northeast. Impacts to 
the Preserve must be fully mitigated consistent with the District's Land Use Plan (LUP) and the 
terms and conditions of the Conservation Easement over the Dyer property. The District's 
LUP for the Preserve establishes the following policy objective regarding protection of 
biological resources on the former Dyer Property: 


“A conservation easement on the sauthern 406 acres of the preserve (i.e. the former Dyer 
property) is designated as an area to be managed for kit fax habitat, reddegged frog and tiger 
salamander habitats" (LUP page 46). 


Development of the BART property may impact biological resources in the Preserve in the 
following ways: 


1. Tiger salamanders are known to migrate from aestivation sites to breeding locations. 
Aestivating CTS on the BART property may be breeding in the Preserve in stock ponds 
to the northeast and the Farber property to the north. 
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20.5 
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The former Dyer property is under a Conservation Easement held by che Department 
of Fish and Game, with the Fish and Wildlife Service named as a secondary beneficiary. 
Loss of individual CTS breeding in ponds on the Dyer property that migrate from 
aestivation habitat on the BART property may be considered “take” under the federal 
Endangered Species Act and would not be consistent with the terms of the 
Conservation Easement. 


. San Joaquin kit fox have been observed at Brushy Peak Preserve within the past five 


years, There is abundant grassland habitat and small rodent populations. The Preserve 
is part of a much larger grassland movement corridor between Interstate 580 north to 
Black Diamond Mines Regional Preserve, near Antioch, in Contra Costa County. 
Development on the BART property will reduce the width of the kit fox movement 
corridor. This will threaten the long-term viability of the corridor and thus viable 
habitat for kit fox in the project area. 

Development runoff into Altamont Creek and/or Frick Lake has the potential to 
adversely impact water quality, including increased sedimentation and water-borne 
pollutants, including oil, grease, pesticides and fertilizers, We are concerned about how 
degradation of water quality will impact sensitive biological resources, including fairy 
shrimp and CTS larvae, both of which are particularly vulnerable to changes in water 
quality. 


. Runoff from developed areas on the BART property into Alcamont Creek and/or Frick 


Lake or reduction in natural groundwater recharge areas may adversely affect this 
sensitive areas. It is presently unknown what minimum and maximum hydroperiod is 
necessary to sustain seasonal wetland functions and preservation of habitats for sensitive 
biological resources, 


Construction on the BART property will result in a number of secondary operational and 
management effects to Brushy Peak Preserve. This includes a major new source of night-time 
lighting, introduction of non-native predators (such as bullfrogs, cats, dogs, red fox and rats) and 
non-native plants (such as starthistle), plus increased incidence of trespass (after hours use), 
vandalism (fence cutting), dumping of garbage, and increased demand for Park District police 
and fire services. 


Recently published studies have demonstrated that the introduction of artificial night lighting 
sources can disrupt the behavior of plants and wildlife. In 2006, Catherine Rich and Travis 


Longcore published a book on the effects of night lighting entitled “Ecological Consequences of 


", According to Rich and Longcore (2006), alterations in natural 


Artificial Night Lighting 
patterns of light and dark from development can result in che following disruptions: 


Changes to physiological process, such as hormone production; 
Disorientation of organisms accustomed to navigating in darkness; 
Desynchronization of mating behaviors; 

Increases in predation by diurnal animals; 

Disruption in predator-prey reladonships; and 

Decreases in foraging by small mammals. 
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20.6 
cont. 


20.7 


20.8 


20.9 


20.10 


20.11 
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It appears that the reproductive behavior of tiger salamanders and the availability of prey for kit 
fox may be impacted by the introduction of night lighting into the BART property and adjacent 
areas, including Brushy Peak Preserve. None of the above described impacts appear to have 
been addressed or mitigated in the DEIR. 


Prescribed fire, along with livestock grazing, mowing and pest management are all important 
management tools that must be available for use at Brushy Peak to manage and enhance the 
Preserve to meet the management goals of the District's Land Use Plan and the management 
requirements of the former Dyer property conservation easement. New land uses adjacent to 
the Preserve should not limit parkland management options or increase management costs. 
The DEIR should analyze how development of the Greenville Maintenance Yard in close 
proximity to the Preserve might restrict our land management options and provide measures 
to avoid or minimize these impacts. 


View Impacts 


Views from Brushy Peak Regional Preserve: The DEIR does not adequately describe or analyze 
visual impacts to scenic open space views from the Preserve. There is only minor development 
on the east side of Laughlin Road in north Livermore. Development consists of three rural 
homes, one abandoned home, a cemetery and a model airplane facility. Views of undeveloped 
and rural open space around the Preserve are an important resource to visitor's experience at 
the Preserve, Any aspect of the proposed project that will degrade views of open space and 
surrounding rural land uses from the Preserve would impact recreational and scenic/aesthetic 
resources. The project should be designed to avoid or minimize this potential impact. 
Additional analysis in the DEIR would help us to evaluate and understand this potential impact 
on the Preserve. 


Views from Choin of Lakes ond Future Regional Trails: Several of the proposed alternatives have 
rail alignments that bifurcate the Chain of Lakes region, an area identified in our 2007 Master 
Plan for future park expansion. Developmenc of overhead or surface tracks through the Chain 
of Lakes area will physically divide the property and impose significant visual impacts to future 
recreational users in this area. Visual interruption to views within the Chain of Lakes area and 
solar access impacts to future recreational uses should be included in the DEIR analysis. The 
DEIR should also analyze how the project will impact visual resources along planned future trail 
alignments identified in our 2007 master plan (see attached map). 


Noise Impacts 


Chain of Lakes Noise — Potential recreational uses at the future Chain of Lakes Park could 
include swimming, fishing, picnicking, bird watching and other similar recreational activities. The 
proposed project should avoid or minimize noise impacts to these future uses. Analysis of 
noise impacts and incompatibility of BART operations with recreational uses should be included 
in the DEIR noise analysis. 
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Regional Trails Noise — It is unclear from reading che DEIR if the project will expose trail users to 
significant noise impacts. The DEIR should analyze how the project may affect bicyclists and 
hikers using existing and planned future crails designated by our 2007 Master Plan. 


Thank you for your review and consideration of our comments. We request that we be 
notified of any public meetings or hearings scheduled for this project and that a copy of any 
CEQA notices or associated documents be forwarded to us for this project. If you have any 
questions or concerns, please contact me at ($10) 544-2627 or via email at 


Attachments: East Bay Regional Park District 2007 Master Plan Map 
Exhibit showing close proximity of BART Livermore Property to 
Brushy Peak Regional Preserve 
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BART to Livermore Extension Program DEIR 


Greenville Maintenance Yard Area and 


P. 
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Letter 20 East Bay Regional Park District (EBRPD) 


20.1 This comment provides an introduction to the commentor’s concerns including impacts to 
Brushy Peak Preserve, Frick Lake, Chain of Lakes, and future trails. Impacts to Brushy 
Peak Preserve are discussed in Responses 20.3 through 20.8. Impacts to the Frick Lake 
area are discussed in Master Response 7 and referenced in Responses 20.2 and 20.4. 
Impacts to the Chain of Lakes area are discussed in M aster Response 3 and in Responses 
20.9 and 20.11. Impacts to future trails are discussed in Responses 20.10 through 20.12. 


20.2 As the comment acknowledges, the mitigation measures presented in the Draft Program 
EIR are programmatic. Please refer to Master Response 1 of this document, regarding the 
differences between program- and project-level analyses. Master Response 1 includes a 
discussion of the adequacy of the mitigation measures included in the Draft Program EIR. 
Specific details of mitigation measures will be developed when a specific project is 
proposed and subjected to project-level environmental review. In addition, please refer to 
Master Response 7 of this document, regarding mitigation for impacts to biological 
resources in the Greenville Y ard area. Analysis of direct and indirect impacts on biological 
resources including vernal pool fairy shrimp, California red-legged frog, California tiger 
salamander, and burrowing owl, is provided throughout the impact analysis in Section 3.9, 
Biological Resources, of the Draft Program EIR, and a cumulative analysis is provided, 
beginning on page 3.9-72, paragraph 5. Mitigation measures to avoid and reduce impacts 
are considered. 


As noted in the Draft Program EIR (see page 3.9-14) according to the CNDDB, USFWS, 
and CNPS queries, a total of 46 special-status species and two rare natural communities 
and USFWS-designated critical habitat for California tiger salamander, California red- 
legged frog, and vernal pool fairy shrimp are known to occur in the Dublin, Livermore, 
and Altamont 7.5 minute topographic quadrangles. Information gathered during the site 
visits and data on range, habitat requirements, and known localities was used to refine the 
species list and determine which species were likely to occur based on the plant 
communities (i.e., habitat types) within the study area. Lack of suitable habitat (e.g., 
chaparral, sand dunes, oak woodland or savanna), suitable soil substrates (e.g., serpentine, 
alkaline, sandy soils), and/or suitable elevation clines for known occurrences of special- 
status plant and animal species generated by the CNDDB, USFWS, and CNPS queries 
were dismissed, and were not discussed further in the Draft Program EIR. Please refer to 
Response 1.1 of this document regarding the San J oaquin kit fox. Additionally, please refer 
to pages 3.9-26 and 3.9-31 of the Draft Program EIR where burrowing owl, California 
tiger salamander, California red-legged frog, logger-head shrike, San J] oaquin spearscale, 
brittlescale, and heartscale are discussed. Also, please refer to Impact BIO-2 on pages 
3.9-52 through 3.9-56 of the Draft Program EIR where impact analysis and mitigation 
measures for special-status plants are discussed, and Impact BIO-4 on pages 3.9-58 through 
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3.9-63 of the Draft Program EIR presents the impact analysis and mitigation measures for 
California tiger salamander and California red-legged frog. 


The golden eagle is a state fully protected species; the prairie falcon was recently removed 
from the California Bird Species of Special Concern. Although some areas within Brushy 
Peak Preserve support rock outcrops suitable for golden eagle and prairie falcon nesting 
habitat, no suitable nesting habitat for these two species was observed during the 
reconnaissance surveys. Although surveys have been conducted for vernal pool 
branchiopods for other projects in the area (see page 3.9-1 of the Draft Program EIR), the 
long-horn fairy shrimp has not been reported within the project study area. The California 
Natural Diversity Database closest occurrence is approximately five miles northeast of the 
Greenville Y ard. Due to the lack of suitable habitat and occurrence records, the long-horn 
fairy shrimp was considered to have a low likelihood of occurring within the study area and 
thus impacts were not analyzed. The stinkbells is a California N ative Plant Society List 4 
plant species. Plants appearing on the CNPS List 1 and 2 are considered to meet the CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15380 criteria; the stinkbells does not meet the CEQA Guidelines 
criteria and thus impacts were not analyzed for this species. 


The growth-inducing impacts of the program are discussed in Section 4.4 of the Draft 
Program EIR. 


20.3 Please refer to Master Response 7 of this document, regarding the Greenville Y ard and 
impacts to California tiger salamander. In addition, please also refer to Response 1.1 of 
this document, regarding San Joaquin kit fox, and Response 1.2, regarding wildlife 
corridors. The northeast corner of the Greenville Y ard is the border of the southern tip of 
the Dyer Property. No construction activities would occur within Brushy Peak Preserve 
property (including the Dyer Property); therefore, no biological impacts would occur to the 
preserve property. Additionally, the conservation easement over the Dyer Property would 
only cover the Dyer Property and not adjacent private property. BART understands that as 
part of the project-level EIR process, BART would have to conduct specific surveys for 
special-status species, including the California tiger salamander (CTS), for the selected 
alignment. If the Greenville Yard site is selected, then BART would have to conduct 
protocol level surveys within the Greenville Yard which would include an analysis of 
recorded occurrences and habitats (3.1 miles and 1.24 miles, respectively) in the vicinity of 
the site, aquatic larval sampling, and upland habitat survey. The upland habitat survey 
could entail a drift fence study that would determine if CTS are using the site for migration 
and/or aestivation. 


20.4 Please refer to Master Response 7 of this document, regarding the Greenville Yard. It 
should also be noted that Frick Lake is about one-half mile north of the proposed 
Greenville Y ard site. Runoff from the Greenville Y ard area flows towards Altamont Creek 
and westward, not towards Frick Lake. Additionally, any small amounts of runoff that 
might leave the north side of the Greenville Y ard would have to travel about one-half mile 
over undeveloped pervious surfaces and topographic barriers to flow (roads and upslope 
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areas) before reaching Frick Lake. As such, runoff from the Greenville Y ard would not be 
expected to adversely affect Frick Lake. 


20.5 As indicated in the Draft Program EIR, BART’s Greenville property is under consideration 
as the site of a maintenance facility. Such a facility would be industrial in nature and the 
maintenance yard would be fenced and self-contained. Since the general public is not 
authorized within BART’s maintenance facilities, there is no reason to believe that the 
activities at a maintenance yard would result in the introduction of non-native predators, 
non-native plants, or increased trespass and vandalism as the comment speculates. 


20.6 While the Draft Program EIR did not evaluate the effects of night lighting specifically on 
plants and animals, the introduction of new sources of light and glare was addressed in the 
analysis of visual impacts. It is worth noting that all the BART extension alternatives, as 
described in the Draft Program EIR, would occur within or adjacent to existing urban and 
industrial areas of Dublin, Pleasanton, and Livermore with existing sources of night 
lighting. Mitigation Measure VQ-4.1 of the Draft Program EIR would reduce potential 
visual quality impacts related to light and glare to a less-than-significant level. This 
mitigation measure would also serve to reduce potential night lighting impacts on plants 
and animals. Please see Response 1.2 regarding the kit fox. The prospect that limited 
additional night lighting, after mitigation, would affect reproductive behavior of tiger 
salamanders at the Brushy Peak Preserve, which is northeast from the BART property at 
Greenville Y ard, is speculative. However, the potential for biological impacts could be 
further evaluated during the project-level environmental analysis if the Greenville Y ard site 
were part of the preferred alternative. 


20.7 If an alternative including the Greenville Y ard is selected as a preferred alternative, a 
project-level design would be developed that would identify the facility’s footprint, 
including any potential setbacks from the property line. There is no reason to believe that 
construction of a maintenance yard at Greenville would eliminate or constrain any of the 
land management tools now being employed by the EBRPD. 


The private lands surrounding the Brushy Peak Preserve, which at one point would have 
caused little concern if threatened by wildlife due to their open space character, now 
contain residential neighborhoods and isolated homes, with more development planned for 
the future. Livestock grazing will be used to minimize the potential for uncontrolled 
wildlife inherent in the dried, herbaceous vegetation by reducing the fuel load to 
manageable levels. Under these conditions, the land will be in compliance with county fire 
abatement standards. The regular presence of ranchers on the public land is also a deterrent 
to vandalism and arson fires.*° It would appear that the existence of current structures to 
the east of the southern portion of the Preserve and within the Farber and Ahmed 
properties might already preclude the Preserve from using fires as a land management tool. 


“0 East Bay Regional Park District. 2002. Brushy Peak Regional Preserve Land Use Plan. Oakland, California. 
June 20. 
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20.8 As discussed in Section 3.5, Visual Quality, of the Draft Program EIR, the standards of 
significance for determining visual impacts are based on the CEQA Guidelines and 
professional judgment (see page 3.5-14, paragraph 4). According to the threshold of 
significance for impacts related to view obstruction, a significant impact would occur in the 
event of a “substantial adverse effect on an important view or scenic vista that is normally 
experienced by large numbers of people” (see page 3.5-14, paragraph 4, second bullet). 


In assessing potential view impacts to and within the extensive study area, BART focused 
on views that are experienced by the greatest number of people, and with the greatest 
potential to be impacted by the potential alignments. BART followed an analytical 
methodology that included field investigations, photosimulations, assessment of adopted 
local policies regarding designated view corridors, and professional judgment to identify 
key vantage points for the analysis. As noted on page 3.5-15, paragraph 3, each of these 
vantage points represents a “perspective looking directly at what would be a segment of the 
alignments from a principal viewer group.” 


As noted on page 3.5-37, paragraph 4, views that contain Brushy Peak are considered 
scenic public views of importance. However, views from Brushy Peak are considered less 
than significant and were not analyzed in the Draft Program EIR for two reasons: 


1) The total number and frequency of viewers from Brushy Peak is small and limited to 
daylight hours (8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.), compared to those from selected vantage 
points such as 1-580 or Downtown Livermore, which are constantly populated by 
viewers. Thus, Brushy Peak visitors were not considered a “principal viewer group.” 


2) Due to the distance from the elevated public trails of Brushy Peak to the nearest 
alignment, and the low-profile of the alignments and Greenville Yard, views from 
Brushy Peak are not considered at great risk of impact. Brushy Peak itself is 3.1 miles 
from the site of the Greenville Y ard, the BART feature nearest Brushy Peak Preserve. 
Laughlin Ranch Trail, which is the public trail nearest the Greenville Y ard, is over 1.5 
miles from the yard site. While these features would be visible to Brushy Peak 
visitors, they would not result in significant impacts to the expansive vistas currently 
available from Brushy Peak. Existing views of the Livermore Valley from public areas 
in Brushy Peak Preserve are sweeping, and prominently feature the developed 
industrial areas of Livermore located to the south of 1-580. Construction of the 
Greenville Y ard would extend the developed landscape to an undeveloped area north of 
the 1-580, and would result in development of greater intensity than that which 
is currently visible from Brushy Peak. However, in the context of existing 
development, it would not significantly impact the expansive valley vistas currently 
available from Brushy Peak Preserve. 


20.9 Please see M aster Response 3 of this document regarding impacts to the Chain of Lakes 
area. A description of the EBRPD Master Plan M ap has been added to Section 3.3, Land 
Use, under Applicable Plans and Policies, of the Draft Program EIR. Page 3.3-19 of the 
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Draft Program EIR is revised with the following new text, inserted after the second 
paragraph: 


East Bay Regional Parks District (EBRPD) 2007 Master Plan Map. The EBRPD 
is currently updating the written portion of its 2007 Master Plan, which will 


ultimately define the District's vision, prioritize future expansion, and provide 
policies and guidelines to implement that expansion. Although the written portion 


of the M aster Plan is not complete, the 2007 Master Plan Map has been officially 


adopted by the EBRPD Board of Directors. This map identifies potential future 
EBRPD parklands and trails, including several potential regional trails that would 


intersect the Chain of Lakes area. The El Charro aerial structure included in 
Alternatives la, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5 would pass over these future trails and would not 
impede movement along the trails. 


All five alternatives through the Chain of Lakes area (Alternatives la, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5) 
would cross over the area in an aerial structure of up to 42 feet in height. Movement 
beneath the structure and visual connectivity from either side of the structure would be 
allowed by this design. Therefore, as summarized in Table 3.3-6, none of the alternatives 
would have significant impacts related to the physical division of property or community. 
In addition, as indicated by Mitigation Measures TR-8.1 and TR-8.2, BART will adopt 
measures to reduce future significant impacts if the preferred alternative is found to impact 
future trails that exist at the time of the project-level environmental review. 


As noted in Table 3.5-2, the aerial structure would result in only intermittent view 
blockage, and was not found to constitute a significant visual impact. Although the aerial 
structure would be a prominent visual feature of the Chain of Lakes landscape (see page 
3.5-25, paragraph 1), it would not significantly impact future recreational users’ views 
from within the Chain of Lakes area due it its height relative to future trail users on the 
ground and the allowance of long range views through the aerial guideway support 
columns. For the same reason, there is no indication that the BART aerial structure would 
have a significant impact by shading the “solar access” of future recreational users. 


20.10 Future regional trails identified on the 2007 EBRPD Master Plan Map that could 
potentially be affected by the El Charro aerial structure, include the Doolan County to 
1-580, Arroyo M ocho, San Joaquin County to Shadow Cliffs and Shadow Cliffs to M organ 
Territory trails. Although the exact design and visual quality of these trails cannot be 
assessed because only the map of the 2007 EBRPD Master Plan has been adopted, it is 
assumed that the visual resources along these future trails would be generally equivalent to 
the existing visual resources in the area, as assessed in the Draft Program EIR. As noted 
in Table 3.5-2, the aerial structure would have minimal impacts related to the disturbance 
of scenic resources. None of the alternatives would have a significant impact related to 
scenic resource disturbance, because the majority of the alignments would be constructed 
within the 1-580 median (page 3.5-42, paragraph 2), and corridors outside the 1-580, such 
as the El Charro Road and UPRR/SPRR corridors, are devoid of significant scenic 
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20.11 


20.12 


resources (page 3.5-42, paragraph 3). Finally, none of the station areas or yards contain 
scenic resources (page 3.5-43, paragraph 2). 


If an alternative through the Chain of Lakes is selected as the preferred alternative, the 
visual impacts of the preferred alternative will be assessed in greater detail during the 
project-level environmental review process (please refer to Master Response 1 of this 
document, regarding future project-level environmental review). 


Please see Master Response 3 which addresses the Chain of Lakes area including noise 
impacts and compatibility with future land uses such as future trails. Although Mitigation 
Measure NO-1.1 requires installation of noise attenuation measures by BART to 
substantially reduce or avoid impacts related to noise, insufficient information is available 
at the program level to conclude with certainty that mitigation is feasible or measures are 
available to reduce all impacts to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, the noise impacts 
at the El Charro Road alignment are considered potentially significant and unavoidable for 
the small number of residences located there (see Draft Program EIR, page 3-10-52). 
Response 20.11 also provides more information regarding potential impacts to recreational 
uses such as trails. 


Please see Master Response 3 which addresses the Chain of Lakes area, including noise 
impacts and compatibility with future land uses such as future trails. There are also 
existing trails along portions of Stanley Boulevard running through the Chain of Lakes. In 
addition, existing trails are located near the proposed alignments near Los Positas Road 
south of 1-580 and along limited portions of the existing railroad tracks. The Federal 
Transit Administration’s (FTA) Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment guidelines 
define places for meditation or study associated with recreational facilities as Land Use 
Category 3 sensitive receptors, which must be analyzed for potentially significant noise 
impacts. However, bikers and hikers on the trails would not be expected to meditate or 
study on these trails and so impacts were not separately analyzed for these types of uses. 
However, other recreational facilities connected to these trails (e.g., parks) may be 
considered sensitive receptors and those have been evaluated in the Draft Program EIR; see 
pages 3.10-22 through 3.10-53 (including Table 3.10-12 and 3.10-14 for a summary). In 
addition, Master Response 3 addresses potential noise impacts to receptors in the Chain of 
Lakes area where new recreational facilities may be built. As noted in Response 20.10, 
above, the Draft Program EIR requires mitigation for such noise impacts, but concludes 
that they are potentially significant and unavoidable for residents along the El Charro 
alignment. 
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—— Livermore Amodor Valley Transit Authority 
January 20, 2010 


Mr. Malcolm Quint 

Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeside Drive, 16" Floor 
Oakland, CA 94612 


Re: BART to Livermore Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Dear Mr. Quint: 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the BART to Livermore Draft 
Environmental Impact Report. BART is a valued transit parmer of the Livermore 
Amador Valley Transit Authority (LAVTA) and the two agencies have worked well 
together interfacing our systems at the East Dublin/Pleasanton BART station and the 
soon-to-open West Dublin/Pleasanton station. 


LAVTA currently operates nine bus routes in the City of Livermore. All LAVTA 
Livermore bus routes serve LAVTA’s transit center located in Downtown Livermore 
adjacent to the Altamont Commuter Express (ACE) Station on Railroad Avenue in the 
heart of Downtown Livermore. With the addition of a BART Station in Downtown 
Livermore, the Downtown area would become a multimodal transit hub, linking BART, 
ACE, and LAVTA and providing passengers with a high level of convenience to access 
destinations locally in the Tri-Valley and regionally in the Bay Area and Central Valley. 


A downtown station would require no rerouting of LAVTA bus routes and LAVTA 
would likely not incur additional operating costs by providing transit to the downtown 
location. A downtown station would create automatic BART feeder routes out of the 
nine local routes operating in Livermore as well as LAVTA’s new Rapid service that will 
begin service in winter 2011. 


In contrast, proposed station locations at Vasco Road, Greenville Road, Isabel Avenue/I- 
$80, and Isabel Avenue/Stanley Boulevard are served by only one or two bus routes and 
21.1 | would require significant rerouting of LAVA buses to provide a necessary level of 
service to those locations, Rerouting buses to serve a non-downtown station would likely 
drive up operating costs due to extending routes and rerouting buses away from the core 
of the city to peripheral areas as well as possibly requiring LAVTA to implement new 
feeder routes to meet demand. Serving locations on the edge of Livermore would also be 
less productive than service lo a downtown station because the routes would travel longer 
distances in areas with less dense residential and commercial development with lower 
ridership potential. Because of possible cost increases associated with serving non- 
downtown stations, LAV'T'A would expect BART to assist in mitigating additional 


service costs. 
1362 Rutan Court, Suite 100 © Livermore, California 94550 
(925) 455-7555 © fax (9275) 443-1375 
weve wheeltbus.com 
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LAVTA understands that many in the community are concerned about the impacts of a 
M.1 downtown station if it serves as the end-of-line station, and for this reason, many are 

a supportive of continuing the linc to an caste terminus at Greenville or Vasco. In this 
situation, LAVTA could easily integrate with BART at the downtown station, as noted 
above, but it may also be desirable to feed the end-of-line station as well. Again, 
LAVTA would expect BART to mitigate the potential of increased operating costs due to 
re-routing of existing service or creation of new feeder routes to the end-of-line station 
wherever it may be located. 


The EIR process will be challenging and we realize that BART must look at many 
variables including land use, noise and visual impucts, cost, ridership potential, ete. in 
making a preferred alignment and station location choice. 1LAVTA’s comments are only 
in regard to BART's impact on local transit service in Livermore. 


We look forward to working with BART on this major extension project that presents a 
greal potential to improve mobility and transit access. 


Sincerely, 
Paul Matsuoka 
Executive Director 


LAVTA 


Ce: LAVTA Boardmembers 
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Letter 21 Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority 


paiyt 


The purpose of a Program EIR is to provide a comparison among the alternatives under 
consideration. For this reason, a detailed evaluation of the bus service changes that would 
be desirable to coordinate the BART and LAVTA systems was not conducted. 
Nevertheless, Impact TR-5 beginning on page 3.2-134 of the Draft Program EIR includes 
an analysis of impacts on bus services, including LAVTA. Once a proposed project is 
identified, a project-level EIR would be prepared. At that point, BART and LAVTA 
would work together to prepare a revised service plan, and issues of service and costs 
would be addressed. Because there is an existing LAVTA transit center adjacent to the 
proposed BART station in Downtown Livermore, those BART extension alternatives with a 
Downtown Livermore Station (1a, 1b, 2a, 2b, 3, and 3a) would likely require less revision 
to LAVTA’s service plans than those alternatives that do not have a downtown station. 
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January 21, 2010 


Mr. Malcolm Quint 
San Francisco Bay Arca Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeside Drive, 16th floor 


Oakland, CA, 94612 

RE: rete BART to Li ore Draft Program EIR 
ole 

Dear M: in! Ac 


MTC staff has reviewed the BART to Livermore Draft Program EIR. We commend BART staff 
for forging ahead with a comprehensive evaluation and environmental assessment of BART 
extension alternatives in the Tri-Valley Corridor, We also appreciate your efforts to coordinate 
this project with the California High-Speed Rail Authority's Altamont Corridor Project. MTC 
staff comments on the BART to Livermore Draft Program EIR are outlined below. 


© Under the Methodology section of Chapter 3.2 Transportation, it is noted that the ridership 
forecasts were based on the existing BART network plus the BART projects contained in 
MTC’s financially constrained Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) prepared in 2002. As 
such, the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Project was excluded from the network assumptions 
because it is unfunded. MTC’s current RTP is the Transportation 2035 Plan adopted in 
April 2009; the 2035 network in this financially constrained RTP includes the BART 
extension from Fremont (Warm Springs) to San Jose/Santa Clara. Please explain why the 
2035 network used in this transportation assessment is not congruent with the 2035 network 
from the current RTP, Also, please explain how the ridership analysis for the BART to 
Livermore extension alternatives change if this BART extension to San Jose/Santa Clara 
project was included, 


® The BART to Livermore extension falls within the scope of the Tri-Valley Access Project 
(RTP ID 23008), which is included in MTC"s Resolution 3434 Regional Transit Expansion 
Program. Please add a reference to the Resolution 3434 Transit-Oriented Development 
Policy under the Applicable Policies and Regulations section of Chapter 3.3 Land Use. 
More specifically, please also discuss how the various alignment options meet the corridor- 
level thresholds for housing as defined by this TOD Policy. 


MTC staff appreciates the opportunity to provide you with our review comments on the Draft 
EIR. Please call me at 510.817.5790 if you have any questions, 


Sincerely, 


Doug Kimsey 
Planning Director 


CAT emp XP enpreise EIRComunents doe 
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Letter 22 Metropolitan Transportation C ommission 


2201 


222 


Please refer to M aster Response 2 of this document; the section on the transit and highway 
network explains why the BART extension to San J ose/Santa Clara was not part of the No 
Build Alternative. If the BART extension to San J ose/Santa Clara had been included, it is 
likely that there would have been an increase in the BART ridership forecast for all the 
alternatives. However, since all of the alternatives were tested with the same assumptions 
about future transit improvements, adding the BART extension to San J ose/Santa Clara into 
the analysis would likely have a uniform impact across the alternatives and would not 
change the relative differences in ridership among the alternatives. 


MTC Resolution #3434 is described in Chapter 5, Program Merits, of the Draft Program 
EIR. Beginning on page 5-14, and continuing through the end of the section (page 5-19), 
the degree to which each alignment meets the resolution’s corridor-level housing thresholds 
is assessed. However, it should be noted that none of alignments would fully satisfy the 
housing thresholds. For clarity, the following text is added beneath the first paragraph of 
page 3. 3-19: 


Regional Transit-Oriented Development Policy. BART System Expansion 
Policy and MTC Resolution #3434 are described in Section 5.4, Regional Transit- 


Oriented Development Policy. The application of these policies to each program 
alignment is also analyzed in Section 5.4. 
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+ Alameda Creek Alliance 
PO fox 2626 | Niles, CA | 94536 | (510) 499-9185 

e-mail: alamedacreek@hotmaill.com 

wab site: hitp:/www.elamedacreek org 


January 21, 2010 


Mr. Malcolm Quint 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeside Drive, 16th floor 

Oakland, CA, 94612 


Re: BART to Livermore Extension Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 
Dear Mr: Quint: 


The Alameda Creek Alliance offers the following comments on the BART to Livermore 
Extension Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (DPEIR). The Alameda Creek Alliance 
is a community watershed group dedicated to the protection and restoration of the natural 
ecosystems of the Alameda Creek watershed, with over 1,750 members that live in or near the 
watershed, The Alliance has been working to restore steelhead trout and salmon to Alameda 
Creek and to protect endangered species in the watershed since 1997. 


Biological Resources 


Avoidance of impacts to biological resources should be the primary focus of mitigating the 
impacts of any project. The DPEIR should focus on minimizing the need to mitigate for impacts 
to all biological resources, but put the greatest emphasis should be put on avoidance of impacts 

23.1 to special status species. Mitigating for impacts to wetlands is critical, but avoidance of impacts 
to special status species should by the highest priority of project design and analysis. 


As this DPEIR is the prelude to a project level draft environmental impact report (DEIR), studies 
to determine presence or absence of special status species and their suitable habitat, and 
wetland delineations should take place before the final version of the DEIR is released for public 
review, Without these studies being made available along with the DEIR it will not be possible to 
properly interpret the analysis and conclusions of the DEIR, 


We have concerns that the analysis does not fully assess the noise impacts of the proposed 
project. The DPEIR states that “The study area for biological resources is defined as those 
areas where any permanent feature is proposed and includes a 500-foot buffer from the 


23.2 centerline of the proposed BART tracks, yards, and station areas.” Given the noise level 
generated by the BART system, does a 500-foot buffer accurately cover the area of Impacts of 
the project? Particularly for raptors and other birds, do the impacts of the project extend beyond 
the $00-foot area? 
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Page 2 January 21, 2010 
Malcolm Quint 


Environmentally Superior Alternative 


With avoidance of impacts to biological resources preferable to mitigation, the Portola alignment 
would appear to have the lowest potential for impacts to spocia! stalus species. The 
underground Portola alignment also will greatly reduce the noise impacts of the proposed 
project. Any of the proposed alignments that use the El Charro Road route through the Chain of 

23.3 Lakes will have the greatest potential impacts to stream and riparian habitat for steelhead trout 
and other sensitive aquatic species. We recommend that the Et Charro Route be removed from 
consideration due to significant biological impacts. The Greenville area has a number of 
potential biological Impacts that may be difficult to mitigate due to the unique ecology and 
biological resources of this area. The proposed location for the BART corporate yard and 
maintenance facility is in a significant habitat area for several species of protected raptors, 
including golden eagles and burrowing ovds. 


We recommend that BART choose an alignment that avoids biological impacts to the maximum 
degree possible, minimizes unavoidable impacts, and fully and appropriately mitigates for any 
biological impacts of the proposed Livermore extension. 


Sincerely, 


Ralph Kanz 
Conservation Director 
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Letter 23 Alameda Creek Alliance 


23.1 Habitat and wetland assessment at a level appropriate for programmatic evaluation of 
impacts to biological resources are discussed in the Draft Program EIR on page 3.9-4. 
Additional surveys and wetland delineation will be conducted as part of the project-level 
environmental evaluation and will examine conditions existing at that time, as well as 
impacts of a more specifically defined project. Please refer to Master Response 1 of this 
document, regarding the differences between program- and project-level analyses. 


232 Within the Draft Program EIR, the 500-foot area buffer was chosen due to the urban nature 
of the BART extension alternative routes and alignments as explained below. 


e Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, and 5 would traverse El Charro Road, which is adjacent to the 
quarry area, and thus, wildlife species occurring in the area are already habituated to 
the quarry operational noise and activity, including crushers, trucks, etc. 


e Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2, 2a, and 2b would use or be alongside either the SPRR or the 
UPRR rights-of-way, and thus, wildlife species occurring within those areas would 
have already been accustomed to noise from freight and passenger trains that travel on 
the routes. 


e Alternatives 1, 2, 2b, 3, and 4 would use the median of I-580 for considerable 
distances, and wildlife species living adjacent to the |-580 corridor are habituated to the 
noise and vibration from the airport, and auto and truck traffic. 


e For those alternatives that include the Greenville East Station, the industrial uses in the 
area have been ongoing, and thus, wildlife species in proximity to the area have most 
likely been habituated to the noise and traffic from these land uses. 


If the 500-foot area buffer had been enlarged, it would have incorporated much more of the 
urban and industrial areas within the cities of Dublin, Pleasanton, and Livermore. Due to 
the urban nature of the study area, the 500-foot buffer was deemed appropriate. 


i me BART agrees that avoidance of biological impacts where feasible is preferable to 
mitigation. As outlined in Section 1.4 of this document, a new alternative has been 
introduced, Alternative 2b, which would be in subway under Portola Avenue. Alternative 
2b is identified as the environmentally superior alternative in Section 1.4 of this document, 
since it would reduce or avoid impacts associated with other alternatives. Particularly, 
Alternative 2b would avoid impacts to Arroyo Mocho, and thus also impacts to steelhead 
trout and other aquatic species. Alternative 2b would include a maintenance yard east of 
Vasco Road and, thus, avoid the biological sensitivity of the Greenville Y ard site. Please 
refer to Master Response 7 of this document regarding the Greenville Y ard and the studies 
and actions that would occur if this site were chosen by the BART Board of Directors. 
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Oo To info@barttolivermore.org 
01/21/2010 04:01 PM cc 
bec 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Thursday, January 21, 2010 at 17:01:50 


First_Name: Andy 
Last_Name: Chow 

Email: andychow@pobox.com 
Message: Dear Mr. Quint: 


We would like to thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the 
Program EIR for the BART-Livermore project. 


- If this project needs to be completed in phases, we recommend consideration 

of alternatives that would connect with ACE during the first phase of the 
24.1 project, 

- We recommend alignments that would serve Downtown Livermore. 

~ We oppose alternatives that use the I-580 Median exclusively. An ACE 

transfer point at Greenville Road necessitates higher project costs, reduce 

transit oriented development potential, and reduce alignment options for the 

future Altamont Rail Corridor project. 


Although we support interconnections between rail systems, which this project 
would provide, we also recognize that we need preserve the transit services we 
have given the current economy and funding constraints. We urge BART to 

24.2 proceed with the project carefully to ensure that this project would not have 
an adverse financial impact on existing transit systems, and to bridge the 
connection with ACE/Altamont Rail Corridor in the most direct and 
cost-effective manner. 


Andy Chow 
President 
BayRail Alliance 


Submit: Submit 


6 ee ee ee ee re ew wer we ee eee EET 


REMOTE_ADDR: 130.65.128.169 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Windows; U; Windows NT 5.0; en-US; rv:1.9.0.15) 
Gecko/2009101601 Firefox/3.0.15 
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Letter 24 Bay Rail Alliance 


24.1 This comment concerns the merits of individual project alternatives and does not concern 
the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA. The BART 
Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives during the final hearing to 
select a preferred alternative. Project phasing may also be considered at the time that a 
project EIR is prepared. 


24.2 Funding for the BART to Livermore extension has not been established (see M aster 
Response 8), but typically funding for major capital projects, such as a BART to 
Livermore extension, would come from separate sources rather than operating funds for 
existing transit services. Typically, funds for a capital improvement like the Livermore 
extension would not affect funding for operating and maintenance costs for existing transit. 
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vs California Native Plant Society 


2 East Bay Chapter 
fi Ganeorvetion Commitiee 


“ 


January 21, 2009 


Mr. Malcolm Quint 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeside Drive, 16th floor 

Oakland, CA, 94612 


info@barttolivermore.org 
RE: BART to Livermore Extension Draft Program EIR 


Dear Mr. Quint: 


The East Bay Chapter of the California Native Plant Society (EBCNPS) appreciates the 
opportunity to comment on the BART to Livermore Extension Draft Program EIR. The 
California Native Plant Society is a non-profit organization of more than 10,000 
laypersons, professional botanists, and academics in 33 chapters throughout California. 
The Society's mission is to increase the understanding and appreciation of California's 
native plants and to preserve them in their natural habitat through scientific activities, 
education, and conservation. 


EBCNPS congratulates BART on its undertaking of such a significant challenge. Our 
organization believes that reliable and affordable public transit can better protect natural 
resources and build stronger communities, We thank your agency for taking the first 
step in planning a more coordinated public transit system in the East Bay. 


General Considerations 


For many years, our organization and its dedicated members have devoted thousands 
of hours toward helping understand and protect the resources of the Livermore Valley. 
Our members have reviewed planning documents, reported botanical information 
collected in the field, organized field trips, removed noxious and invasive vegetation in 
natural areas, and helped teachers communicate the values of this area. In this time, 
we have also observed impacts and disturbance to many of the natural resources we 
have come to treasure for their rarity, uniqueness, and sense of place. 


The Livermore valley sits at the intersection of the wet Coastal Range and the dry 
Central Valley. The confluence of climatic factors, soils, and cultural history have 
created a unique set of resources that are unlike any other in the Bay Area. Many of 
the resources that once dominated this landscape are perishing or are already gone. 


: Fast Bay Chapter ~ © ‘alifornia Native Plat Society =P. 0. Nox $597, Elmwood Station, Berkeley, California 91708 
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‘es California Native Plant Society 
é East Bay Chapter 
r2 Conservation Committee 


Notably, the expansive marshes of the Pleasanton area, Dublin's vernal pools, the 
dryland farming and grazing operations throughout the valley, and the vernal pools, 
alkaline sinks and saline ecosystems of the valley bottom. EBCNPS is committed to 
helping preserve the remnants of these natural resources. 


Goals and results of the proposed project 


The following PDEIR presents a plan to bring BART to areas of the eastern East Bay. 
This area is in need of transportation alternatives, such as the services BART offers. 
The |-580 corridor from Dublin to Altamont pass is known to have egregious travel 
conditions (traffic) during rush hour. Given the analysis of this project, none of the 
alternatives seem to reduce traffic along the entire corridor, to “acceptable conditions" 
(pg. 19, DPEIR presentation — November 6", 2009). In all cases, it seems that traffic 
along |-580 will actually be impacted from First street towards Altamont. This finding 
calls into question the value of this project towards reducing traffic congestion. How 
does BART justify additional traffic and growth inducing impacts to the local 
communities? 


25.1 


Dry Nitrogen deposition 


EBCNPS sees no analysis of the impact of increased nitrogen deposition on adjacent 
lands. Since this project will greatly increase traffic, the impact of dry nitrogen 
deposition on plants, weed invasion, and rare plant habitat must be clearly stated and 
mitigated appropriately. This document fails to address nitrogen impacts appropriately. 


| Livermore's Urban Limit Line 


Certain alternatives presented in the PDEIR require development to extend beyond the 
existing urban limit line (City Limits). This extension of the project beyond the City 
Limits is currently in violation with the Livermore General Plan. Since this was a voter- 
approved line, we believe an amendment to the current boundary will require a popular 
vote. How will BART work around this current law, and who will absorb the costs of 
changing this law (i.e. election, public meetings, etc.). 


Mitigations 


EBCNPS asks that BART adopt a mitigation strategy that benefits the great Livermore 
Valley. We see an opportunity to mitigate biological impacts from this project in a way 
that will meet federal and state guidelines while also thinking about habitat protection 
on the landscape level (regional conservation planning). We hope that BART will 
continue to work with local non-profits and organizations such as Friends of Springtown 
Preserve, the TriValley Conservancy, and CNPS in order to help provide ideas for 
mitigation that is appropriate for this level of impact. 


~Y East ay Chapter — California Native Piant Society — P.O. Box $597, Elmwood Station, Berkeley, California 94705 
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California Native Plant Society 
East Bay Chapter 


Conservation Committee 


Je 
Specific Considerations 


Classification of “urban” habitat 


In Figure 3.9-2c, there is a land use/cover classification which is denoted as “urban”. 
EBCNPS knows that many “urban” sites may provide habitat for some rare plants that 

25.5 are encouraged by disturbance. Livermore tarplant (Deinandra bacigulupi) is one such 
plant. This late season tarplant is endemic to the Livermore Valley and its distribution is 
limited to only a few occurrences. EBCNPS asks that focused biological surveys (in 
addition to CDFG and FWS requirements) include ruderal and urban habitats with a 
specific eye on Livermore tarplant. 


Red-legged frog and vernal pool fairy shrimp critical habitat 


Several alternatives cite the “Greenville Yard” in critical habitat for at least two federally 
protected species (Red-legged frog and vernal pool fairy shrimp). Figure 3.9-2¢ 

25.6 (reproduced below) depicts the Greenville Yard on top of critical habitat. The 
destruction of critical habitat for federally listed plants and animals is a significant 
impact. EBCNPS believes this is a significant and unmitigable impact in this area. We 
ask that the document clarify how the City and local agencies would address this in a 
statement of overriding concern and propose reasonable mitigations. 


Reproduction of Figure 3.9-2c from DPEIR 
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East Bay Chapter — California Native Plant Society ~ P.O. Box $$97, Elmwood Station, Berkeley, Califomia 4705 
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Conclusion 


EBCNPS understands that the release of this document is but the first step in an on- 
going process. We are encouraged by BART's undertaking of this difficult job of 
bringing better public transit to the Bay Area. We look forward to working together with 
BART on this project. Please do not hesitate to call us. 


Sincerely, 


Lech Naumovich 

Conservation Analyst 

East Bay Chapter of the California Native Plant Society 
PO Box 5597 

Berkeley, CA 94705 

510 734-0335 
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Letter 25 California Native Plant Society 


251 Please see Figure 3.2-5 in Section 3.2, Transportation, of the Draft Program EIR. This 
figure illustrates that under the No Build Alternative, many of the freeway segments would 
Operate at unacceptable levels of congestion. Only those segments that are colored red 
would represent a deterioration of freeway levels of service. All BART extension 
alternatives would result in segments that become more congested than under the No Build 
Alternative; however, most segments would either remain the same or improve, compared 
to the No Build Alternative. In general terms, the beneficial effects of the alternatives on 
1-580 and the arterial street network in the study area far outweigh the impact of the added 
trips over the Altamont Pass. While the alternatives would cause some increase in traffic 
delay and congestion in some locations, overall they support the program objective of 
alleviating regional congestion. The BART extension alternatives in combination with 
ACE provide an alternative mode of transportation for travel between Alameda and San 
Joaquin Counties. While this could be viewed as potentially growth inducing, the 
magnitude of the existing shortfall in highway capacity versus demand over the Altamont 
Pass is already very large. A BART extension would mainly serve to address this existing 
travel demand problem, offering an environmentally superior alternative for those who 
travel on I-580. 


The purpose of the Draft Program EIR is to identify and compare these impacts for each of 
the alternatives. This information can be used to help identify a proposed project which 
would then be subject to a more detailed project-level EIR, or it could result in a decision 
not to proceed with further development of a project, based upon the overall findings 
related to each of the alternatives. 


2x2 The commentor is correct that the Draft Program EIR did not evaluate the potential for the 
project to increase dry nitrogen deposition on lands adjacent to the alignment alternatives. 
However, the comment that the BART to Livermore extension “will greatly increase 
traffic” is not correct. The extension is predicted to reduce overall regional daily traffic 
within the Bay Area and San Joaquin County by between 400,000 and 850,000 vehicle 
miles traveled, as commuters shift their mode of transportation from automobiles to BART. 
The reduction in vehicle miles traveled reduces regional NOx emissions from motor 
vehicles, thereby reducing regional NO2 concentrations in the atmosphere. Hence, the 
region as a whole would be expected to experience a decrease in dry nitrogen deposition. 


As discussed in the Draft Program EIR, there will be some local increases in traffic near 
proposed stations and roadways leading to the stations. However, the comment does not 
suggest, or provide any evidence indicating, that the rate of dry nitrogen deposition may be 
affected either positively or negatively by such localized changes in traffic volumes, that 
localized changes would be large enough to locally offset the regional-wide decrease 
attributable to the extension, or that any adverse impacts to vegetation may result from 
such changes. Thus, the possibility of any such impacts is speculative. 
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In addition, the secondary National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) for NO2 (see 
page 3.11-4 of the Draft Program EIR) is designed to protect “public welfare,” which 
includes protecting soils and vegetation. The secondary standard for NOz is an annual 
arithmetic mean of 0.053 parts per million (ppm). The Livermore Air Quality M onitoring 
Station measured an annual average NO2 concentration of no more than 0.014 ppm, which 
is only 26 percent of the secondary standard (see page 3.11-6 of the Draft Program EIR). 

As shown on page 3.10-62 of the Draft Program EIR, peak traffic volumes are expected to 
increase by between 0 and 40 percent at intersections affected by the project. Given that 
local NOz levels would need to increase by more than 300 percent to exceed the secondary 
ambient air quality standard, the predicted localized traffic increases would not be expected 
to result in exceedances of the NOz2 standard or cause adverse impacts to the public 
welfare. 


233 The Draft Program EIR provides a discussion of the nine alternatives and which ones 
would affect Livermore’s Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). Figure 3.3-4 of the Draft 
Program EIR illustrates the location of the UGB. Section 3.3, Land Use, describes the 
goal of the UGB as limiting the encroachment of urban development into open space (see 
page 3.3-20, paragraph 1), includes the County’s General Plan policies related to the UGB 
(see page 3.3-20, paragraphs 3, 4, and 5), and outlines the passage of Measure D as 
indicative of residents’ desires to preserve open and agricultural land (page 3.3-20, 
paragraph 2). The Draft Program EIR also states that a key environmental consideration of 
Alternatives 1, la, 1b, 2, and 3 is that the Greenville East and Isabel/l-580 Station Areas 
extend beyond the UGB (see Table S-2). As stated in the Draft Program EIR, BART 
agrees that modifications to the UGB to allow urban uses would require voter approval and 
annexation of unincorporated land (see page 3.3-44, paragraph 2). 


As suggested by the title of Table S-2, Comparative Summary of Key Environmental 
Considerations, all characteristics in the table are considered “major environmental 
issues,” and are described in the Draft Program EIR (see page S-11, paragraph 3). 
Included in T able S-2 is the potential conflict between the Greenville East Station footprint 
and the UGB, specifically to call readers’ attention to the issue such that they may easily 
compare what BART considers the key environmental differentiators among the 
alternatives, and allow the reader to assess the analysis in a critical manner. 


Identification of such issues is the intended result of the program-level environmental 
review process, and will be considered in the selection of a preferred alternative. 
Notwithstanding the above, it is important to recognize that, any changes to the UGB 
would need to be made by the local jurisdiction and not by BART. 


25.4 The specific details of mitigation required to address significant impacts will be developed 
after a preferred alternative is selected, when a project-level EIR is prepared. BART will 
consider all comments from local nonprofit and other organizations which may have 
suggestions regarding mitigation. 
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25.5 


25.6 


BART concurs that focused biological surveys would be necessary at the project-level 
environmental evaluation. Mitigation Measure BIO-2.1 of the Draft Program EIR states 
that, “BART shall retain a qualified botanist to conduct plant surveys within the 
construction zone for special-status species...” The construction zone of the selected 
alternative would include the various habitat types (grassland, urban, ruderal, etc.) mapped 
in the Draft Program EIR. 


Please refer to Master Response 7 of this document, regarding the Greenville Y ard and 
Master Response 1 for a discussion of program- versus project-level mitigation measures. 
As the lead agency under CEQA, the BART Board of Directors is the governmental body 
that would adopt a “statement of overriding considerations” and mitigation measures as 
part of project adoption. Other local jurisdictions, such as Alameda County and the cities 
of Livermore and Pleasanton will continue to be involved in the environmental review 
process at the project level. However, regarding impacts on federally listed vernal pool 
shrimp and California red-legged frogs, the primary agency for consultation is the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service, as reported in Mitigation Measures BIO-4.2 and BIO-5.1 on 
pages 3.9-62 to 3.9-66 of the Draft Program EIR. 
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CONTINUING LIFE. 
COMMUNITIES 


2180 Sand Hill Road | Suite 100 | 
Menlo Park, CA 94025 


January 20, 2010 


Malcolm Quint 

BART Planning Department 
300 Lakeside Drive 
Oakland, CA 94612 


Re: BART to Livermore Extension Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (State 
Clearinghouse No. 2008062026) dated November 2009 


Dear Mr, Quint, 


Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the BART to Livermore Extension Draft 
Program Environmental Impact Report (State Clearinghouse No. 2008062026) dated November 
2009 (“DPEIR”). 


My name is Tobias Mellows, Vice President with Continuing Life Communities (“CLC”). CLC, 
with final PUD approval from the Pleasanton City Council, will build, own and operate a continuing 
care retirement community on a portion of Staples Ranch. As a stakeholder, CLC wish to have the 
following comments on the adequacy of the DPEIR made a matter of record, 


Background: Since 2004, the City of Pleasanton has been working in close cooperation with the 
Alameda County Surplus Property Authority (ACSPA) regarding the development of a mixed use 
124-acre development in East Pleasanton referred to as “Staples Ranch.” This cooperation has also 
involved close cooperation with a number of project developers, including Continuing Life 
Communities. The City of Pleasanton has also worked closely with the City of Livermore and 
Vulcan Materials and it has entered into an agreement with these parties regarding cooperation and 
cost sharing for project infrastructure improvements at El Charro Road. 


In carly 2009 the Pleasanton City Council adopted the Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan Amendment 
and its environmental impact report and the City Planning Commission has approved the project 
Planned Unit Development applications for certain of the projects, including that of CLC, The City 
closed the extended public comment period on its Draft Supplement to the Stoneridge Drive 
Specific Plan Amendmenw/Staples Ranch EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2006062053) on December 
30, 2009 and anticipates City Council review and action on the entire Staples Ranch development in 
February 2010. While our project has been long in the making, it's nearing the final stages of 
project approval. Construction of the project could begin in 2010. 
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Upon review of the DPEIR, CLC has concerns that certain alignment alternatives have the potential 
to impact all of the environmental mitigation planning that has occurred to assure the continuing 
care retirement community provides a high quality living environment for the many senior citizens 
that will reside at that development and that those alternatives have not been adequately analyzed. 


The five alignments are: 

+ la. Downtown Greenville East via UPRR 
+ tb. Downtown Greenville East via SPRR 
+ 2a. Downtown-Vasco 

+ 3a. Railroad 

+ 5, Quarry 


All five alignments anticipate an aerial structure and encroach on Staples Ranch. While there is one 
alignment alternative that anticipates a subway to minimize the impact on areas in Livermore, none 
6.1 of the five El Charro alignments are subway. 


Specifically, the General Plan Land Use Designations In BART to Livermore Study Area - Figure 
3.3-5 of the DPEIR ignores the land use changes made by the Stoneridge Drive Specific Plan 
Amendment mentioned above and in the DPEIR and misidentifies the land use on Staples Ranch. 
As a result no analysis has been conducted to understand the visual, noise and vibration impacts to 
the sensitive receptors (high density residential use) on Staples Ranch. In addition, assumptions 
regarding noise impacts to Staples Ranch can not be made accurately based on impacts to 
residential areas elsewhere on the alternative routes because nowhere else do the same conditions 
exist. That is, noise generated on the tightly curved elevated section proposed at J-580/El Charro has 
not been analyzed, 


Section 3,10 Noise and Vibration is also inadequate in that it fails to analyze the impact on sensitive 
receptors from track maintenance. It is my understanding that track maintenance is conducted 

+& during the very early hours of the morning, a time at which ambient noise is at its lowest and that 
certain maintenance tasks can be very loud, This noise source should have been included in the 
analysis in Table 3.10-8 and Table 3,10-9 


To assure that the interests of future Staples Ranch residents are fully considered, we are requesting 
that all impacts to Staples Ranch be fully analyzed and included in the DPEIR prior to the time at 
which the BART Board of Directors review the Preferred Alternative Memorandum, 


Sincerély, 
nak ellows 


Continuing Life Communities 


Copy: Pat Cashman —ACSPA 
Nelson Fialho — City of Pleasanton 
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Letter 26 Continuing Life Communities 


26.1 


26.2 


See Master Response 4, for a discussion of potential noise and vibration impacts to the 
Staples Ranch site. 


Track maintenance is a necessary part of BART operations and can only be done during 
the hours when BART is not running trains. Typically, this maintenance is done between 
12:00 am and 7:00 am. Noise impacts to residential receptors are based on average day- 
night noise levels with noise levels between the hours of 10:00 pm and 7:00 am being 
more heavily weighted. Regular maintenance done on tracks would be averaged with the 
noise generated by trains traveling on the tracks throughout the day. However, 
maintenance is sporadic and would not occur on a regular schedule. Maintenance 
operations that generate noise include engine noise from equipment, movement alarms on 
vehicles, and voices from maintenance personnel. Occasionally, there are activities such 
as rail resurfacing, which is more intense, but also more infrequent. Although infrequent, 
these activities could generate high peak noise levels at nearby residential uses along the 
BART alignment. These high noise levels would only be associated with the more intense, 
less frequent maintenance activities, and because of the infrequent nature would not 
substantially affect residents along the project corridor. 
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DUBLIN CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
7080 Donion Way, Sulte 110 
Dublin, California 94568 
925-828-6200 


Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
Board of Directors 
E-mail: info@barttolivermore.org 


January 14, 2010 


Dear Honorable Members: 


The Dublin Chamber of Commerce Board of Directors at their regular meeting of January 13, 
2010 voted unanimously to support the Livermore BART extension. In addition, the Chamber Board 
strongly urges the BART Board of Directors to approve the |-580 alignment to Greenville Road because 
27.1 construction costs are considerably less, the ridership would be higher, a5 well as the Greenville site has 
aie ample space for parking and transit oriented development. 

The Chamber feels the 1580 freeway alignment would better serve the Tri-Valley business 
communities and its employees. The Greenville BART Station alternative would help alleviate the traffic 
congestion from Livermore to 1-680, which has been documented as the second worst commute in the 
Bay Area. 


The last four studies on BART to Livermore have recommended the freeway route because it is 
the alternative that serves the most people and costs the least. 


Thank you for your consideration of the important matter. 


Respectfully yours, 


GREG BETTY, Chairman 
Board of Directors 
Dublin Chamber of Commerce 
cc: Scott Haggerty 
John MePartland 
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Letter 27 Dublin Chamber of Commerce 


27.1 This comment concerns the merits of individual project alternatives and does not concern 
the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA. The BART 
Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives during the final hearing to 
select a preferred alternative. 
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To info@bantolivermore.org 
1/21/2010 03:50 PM cc 


bee 
Sudject fnquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Thursday, January 21, 2010 at 16:50:51 


First Name: David 
Last Name: Stark 
Email: davids@bayeast.org 


Message: I am writing on behalf of the Bay East Association of REALTORS. Bay 
East represents real estate professionals in southern and eastern Alameda 
County. Part of our mission is the protection and preservation of private 
property rights. The following are comments related to property rights issues 
related to the BART to Livermore Extension Draft Proqram EIR: 


The Draft Program EIR (DPEIR) accounts for impacts caused by property 

acquisition, construction and operation of the Extension. The DPEIR should 

account for impacts on population and housing caused by the planning process 

itself. Specifically, the DPEIR must study how the mere discussion of 

potential routes may impact private property rights and property values, 
28.1 While the construction and operation of the Livermore Extension may be years 
away, the preparation and adoption of route extension plans are already 
causing impacts not addressed in the DEIR. 


Furthermore, the DPEIR should study the impacts to property rights and 
property values caused during the period between the establishment of the 
final and the actual construction and operation of the Livermore Extension. 
The DPEIR must study how "virtual easements" created by the preparation and 
adoption of Extension plans will impact property rights and property values. 


Pinally, the mitigation measures described on page 3.4-23 of the DPEIR fail to 
provide specific information related to the timing of these measures. The 
DPEIR should clearly describe the point in the extension process when impacted 

28.2 property owners are notified and when the acquisition and relocation process 
would begin, 


The Bay East Association of REALTORS is willing to assist in any additional 
analysis needed to complete the DPEIR. 


David Stark, Public Affairs Director 
Bay East Association of REALTORS 
7901 Stoneridge Dr. Ste. 150 
Pleasanton, CA 94588 
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Letter 28 Bay East Association of Realtors 


28.1 


28.2 


The Draft Program EIR in Section 3.4 analyzes environmental impacts related to 
population and housing as required by CEQA. However, CEQA focuses on impacts to the 
physical environment that may result from constructing and operating a project. CEQA 
does not require an analysis of private property values and how they may be affected by 
“mere discussion” of project location alternatives in the public planning process. 


While most acquisitions likely will take place after the preparation of a future project-level 
EIR and adoption of a specific project, some property acquisition for right-of-way 
preservation is expected to occur following certification of the Final Program EIR and 
selection of the preferred alternative. As provided in Mitigation M easure PH-2.1 on page 
3.4-23 of the Draft Program EIR, any property acquisitions by BART would be guided by 
the California Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Guidelines. These 
guidelines set forth mandatory minimum requirements for notice, appraisal, acquisition, 
and relocation payments and services to compensate for displacements resulting from 
public agency projects. 
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i! To info@barttolivermore.org 
01/21/2010 10:23 AM ce 
bec 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result cf your feedback form. It was submitted by 
{) on Thursday, January 21, 2010 at 11:23:12 
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First Name: Debbie 
Last_Name: Petersen 
Email: e.hartouni@comcast.net 


Message: To: Mr. Maicolm Quint 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeshore Dr., 16th floor 

Gakland, CA 94612 


From: Friends of Springtown Preserve 
ww. springtownpreserve.org 


Re: Comments on the BART to Livermore Extension Draft Program Environmental 
Impact Report - Biclogical Resources 


Our organization, the Friends of Springtown Preserve, is a small grassroots 
group that has come together within the past several years for the purpose of 
educating and engaging the community in the preservation and sound management 
of the unique Springtown Alkali Sink ecosystem, 


The alkali sink scrub and alkali grassland plant communities in Springtown are 
a result of unusual edaphic and hydrologic conditions and provide habitat for 
similarly care, and frequently endemic, flora and fauna. These communities are 
among the “special community types" that are recognized in the California 
Natural Diversity Database {CNDDBS). At least one-fourth of identified 
alkaline soil ecosystems in North Livermore and adjacent unincorporated 
Alameda County have been extirpated by housing and road development. The 
balance that remains may either be imperiled directly, through development, or 
indirectly, via land uses that alter hydrological regimes essential to 
29.1 maintaining special habitat types on these soils. 


All eight of the special-status plant species mentioned in the DPEIR are 
closely associated with alkaline soils and, in particular, with alkali sink 
scrub or alkali grassland habitats. However, the DPEIR does not address 
protection or mitigation of the alkali sink or grassland habitats themselves, 
even though these are the habitat types in which these plant species 
predominantly, or even exclusively, occur. Specifically, the “Bio-2.3" 
mitigation measure proposed in the DPEIR, “transplanting plants, collecting 
seed or clippings and replanting species in an on-site location", docs not 
seem adequate if nearly irreplaceable and essential habitat is damaged or 
destroyed. We suggest that protection and/or mitigation of alkaline habitats, 
and not just the resident plant species, be explicitly addressed in the DPEIR. 


he Priends of Springtown Preserve appreciate this opportunity to make 
comments and look forward to being part of the planning process for BART ta 
Livermore in the future. If there are questions, please do not hesitate to 
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contact me at (925) 447-8848. 
Sincerely, 
Debbie Petersen 


Member, Steering Committee 
Friends of Springtown Preserve 
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Letter 29 Friends of Springtown Reserve 


29.1 


Please refer to Master Response 7 of this document, regarding the Greenville Y ard and the 
biological sensitivity of the area. BART acknowledges the importance of the alkali sink 
scrub and alkali grassland plant communities Known to occur around the yard site. Two soil 
types have the potential to support rare endemic plants in the study area: Pescadero Clay and 
Solano Fine Sandy Loam. Based on the NRCS Soil Survey Map, the Greenville Y ard site is 
outside of these two soil formations and would not affect alkali sink scrub or alkali grassland 
communities. However, some of the alternatives traveling in the median of 1-580 and 
alternatives that would use the tailtracks east of the Vasco Yard would travel through 
Pescadero Clay and Solano Fine Sandy Loam soil units. These soil types and their plant 
communities would have to be verified to quantify the potential impacts. Table 4-5 presents 
the acreages of Pescadero Clay and Solano Fine Sandy Loam that could potentially be 
affected by BART extension alternatives. These acreages are included in the BART to 
Livermore extension study area of the total acreages presented in Table 3.9-5 in the Draft 
Program EIR under the Special-Status Plants and H abitats heading. 


Table 4-5 
Potential Alkali Soils Occurrences 
Direct Impacts 
Alternative Soil Type Acres 
Alternative 1 - Greenville East Solano fine sandy loam 1.55 
Pescadero clay 0.09 
Alternative la - Downtown-Greenville Solano fine sandy loam 1.18 
East via UPRR 
Alternative 1b - Downtown-Greenville Solano fine sandy loam 0.61 
East via SPRR 
Alternative 2 - Las Positas Solano fine sandy loam 0.14 
Pescadero clay 0.09 
Alternative 2a - Downtown V asco Solano fine sandy loam 0.14 
Alternative 2b - Portola-V asco Solano fine sandy loam 0.46 
Vasco Y ard (Alt la, 2, 2a, 2b) Solano fine sandy loam 0.75 
Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 1 - Greenville East Solano fine sandy loam 4.29 
Pescadero clay 
Alternative 1a - Downtown -Greenville Solano fine sandy loam 3.28 
East via UPRR 
Alternative 1b - Downtown - Greenville Solano fine sandy loam 1.29 
East via SPRR 
Alternative 2 - Las Positas Solano fine sandy loam 0.84 
Pescadero clay 1.35 
Alternative 2a - Downtown V asco Solano fine sandy loam 0.87 
Alternative 2b - Portola-V asco Solano fine sandy loam 1.29 
Vasco Y ard (Alt 1a, 2, 2a, 2b) Solano fine sandy loam 0.75 
Source: NRCS, 2010. 
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Mitigation Measure BIO-2.1 would require BART to conduct a floristic survey for the 
selected alternative. Additionally, the surveys would have to be conducted in accordance 
with current CDFG and USFWS rare plant survey protocols. The CDFG protocol would 
require BART to conduct surveys for special-status plant species as well as natural 
communities.“ To offset impacts to alkali sink scrub and alkali grassland communities that 
support rare plants, Mitigation M easure BIO-2.3 is revised as follows: 


BIO-2.3 


Develop and Implement Mitigation in Consultation with CDFG if Other 
Special-Status Plants and/or Rare Natural Communities Are Found. If 
ether special-status plant species (excluding palmate-bracketed bird’s 
beak), or rare natural communities are found during the rare—ptant 
floristic surveys, BART shall notify CDFG. Mitigation shall be 
developed in consultation with CDFG and could include, but it is not 
limited to, measures such as avoidance, transplanting plants, collecting 
seed or clippings and replanting species in an on-site location, if 
feasible. In addition, to offset the impacts to rare plants and/or rare 
natural communities the project proponent could purchase mitigation 
bank credits through a resource agency approved mitigation bank. This 
measure shall also serve as the notification required under the 
California N ative Plant Protection Acct. 


“CDFG. 2009. Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status N ative Plant Populations and 


Natural 


Communities. 


November 24. Available on-line at http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/ 


cnddb/pdfs/Protocols for Surveying_and_ Evaluating _Impacts.pdf. Accessed M ay 4th, 2010. 
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21 January 2010 


Mr, Malcolm Quint 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeside Drive, 16th floor 
Oakland, CA, 94612 


SUBJECT: BART to Livermore EIR 


The Livermore Chamber of Commerce has reviewed the subject document. Upon our review, we find the 
Sra ne SOT CTRaY DRENON Sipe Ceaatae EWS DOOD InpEER Tor OP WE NE FUER 


We also find that BART's communication and outreach program was thorough and provided an extensive 
Opportunity to the regional communities to express their thoughts and concems. 


With respect to the various alternative alignments, the Chamber does not endorse any alignment that 
does not physically bring BART to the eastern boundary to Livermore, does not allow for an intermodal 
hud with the ACE train, or does not sufficiently contain the necessary components to secure local, State 
30,2 and Federal funding. We believe Alternative 1 and 3 to be superior to the other Alternatives offered and 
believe additional analysis and public outreach should be performed to further identify the best alignment 
with respect to the highest potential economic benefit to Livermore and the surrounding communities. 


Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the subject document. 


Respectfully submitted, 
Dale Kaye Ron Vyse 
Presiden/CEO Chairman of the Board 
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Letter 30 Livermore Chamber of Commerce 


30.1 This comment does not concern the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s 
compliance with CEQA. No response is necessary. 


30.2 This comment concerns the merits of individual project alternatives and does not concern 
the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA. The BART 
Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives during the final hearing to 
select a preferred alternative. 
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Jean King To info@barttolivermore.org 
ave <whjaking@comecast.net> oe 
01/19/2010 08:32 AM ae 


Subject DEIR Bart to Livermore 


Resolution of the Livermore Cultural Arts Council 


approved on January 6, 2010 


The Livermore Cultural Arts Council supports a downtown Livermore station as part of 
the BART extension between the Dublin Pleasanton Station and the city of Livermore 
1 because it would be broadly beneficial to the Arts in Livermore and the Tri- Valley 
: region, 


In addition the Council believes that the overall goals of the BART extension, including 
Transit Oriented Development, can best be met by coupling the down town station with 
a terminus station at the Vasco road ACE station and by underground linkage of the 
down town station with the BART line at the freeway. 


Charles Hartwig, President 
Livermore Cultural Arts Council 
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Letter 31 Livermore Cultural Arts C ouncil 


cilia This comment concerns the merits of individual project alternatives and does not concern 
the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA. The BART 
Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives during the final hearing to 
select a preferred alternative. 
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Ohlone Audubon 

C/O Richard S, Cimino 
Conservation Chair 

1281] Ridgewood Rd. 
Pleasanton, Cal 94566-6150 


January 18, 2010 
Dear Malcolm Quint 


Thank you for including the Ohlone Audubon in the early process of the Draft PEIR. 

I have taken your invitation serious with review of the documents BART has provide 
For the public review process. 

I have also been watching the Amador Valley public pulse in our local newspapers 

as to the acceptance of the various proposed plans routes BART out lines. I do work 
closely with all the city governments in the valley. I do need to consider the over all 
bigger civic impact and there is strong opinion in Pleasanton against the El Charro route. 


Ohlone Audubon at this time has no favorite BART route. We will continue to be 
engaged with BART during the planning process. 
But for sure Ohlone Audubon is against the El Charro route due to its impact on future City of 
Pleasanton native gardens park specifically along El Charro Rd. and a potential for EBRP’s 
Chain of Lakes. 

32.1 Also there is a strong certainty of the re-introduction of a Steelhead fishery into the 
Los Positas Creck, An elevated BART may impact fish passage into the Livermore watershed. 
We know the BART over pass structure in the Alameda Creek in Fremont had an impact in fish 
passage. 
Ohlone Audubon strongly recommends that BART during this early planning process 
remove the Pleasanton El Charo route from future consideration. 


At this time Ohlone Audubon is very concerned with the BART corporate yard and maintenance 
facility. BART is forecasting to occupy the area of Northfront Road and Laughin Road extending 
east the Altamont Pass road and north into the wintering feeding and resting area of the 
Ferruginous Hawks, Golden Eagle and Burrowing Owl . All three species are covered by 

32.2 international migration treatics, USA federal law and possibly by California State Civil law. 
We do see the need for significant mitigation lands to be provided by BART if this corporate 
yard remains in the plan. We prefer mitigation lands be acquired from the North Livermore and 
Springtown Alkali Sink Ecosystem in Livermore 


The Audubon will work closely with you and your staff to avoid seasonal harm to these raptor 
species and to avoid conflict due to lack of communication. 


Sincerely 
Richard S. Cimino 
Ohlone Conservation Chair - Eastern Alameda County 
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Letter 32 Ohlone Audubon 


geo 


222 


Please refer to Master Response 3 of this document, regarding the Chain of Lakes/E| 
Charro alignment. The alternatives that would utilize the El Charro Road route would be 
on elevated structures. As such, BART would utilize free-span structures that would not 
alter the stream bed of Las Positas Creek or Arroyo Mocho; therefore, the alternatives 
traveling through the E! Charro area would not affect the planned steelhead passage into the 
creeks. Additionally, although the construction plans are still unknown at the programmatic 
level, Mitigation Measure BIO-7.1 and BIO-7.2 of the Draft Program EIR (see page 
3.9-70) would require that BART avoid the rainy season during potential in-channel work 
to eliminate or reduce impacts to the California Central Coast Steelhead, Mitigation 
Measure BIO-7.2 would further require BART to consult and mitigate impacts as 
determined in consultation with NOAA Fisheries, USACE, CDFG, and the SFBRWQCB. 
BART would be required to comply with any requirements set forth during consultation, 
with the resource agencies. It is unclear what future City of Pleasanton native gardens park 
is of concern to the commentor; however, the Draft Program EIR on page 3.9-31 identifies 
that the Staples Ranch Specific Plan includes a future community park, which may include 
native plants such as the San Joaquin spearscale. As noted on pages 3.9-52 through 
3.9-55, impacts to special status plants would be potentially significant under all 
alternatives. Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-2.1 through BIO-2.3 would 
reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level. 


Please refer to M aster Response 7 of this document, regarding the Greenville Y ard and the 
biological sensitivity of the area. The commentor points out that the Greenville Y ard area 
is wintering feeding and resting area of the ferruginous hawk, golden eagle, and burrowing 
owl. The Draft Program EIR Mitigation Measure CI-BIO-3.1 would require BART to 
conduct burrowing owl surveys prior to the start of construction within areas of suitable 
habitat and within 500 feet of the selected BART extension alternative following the CDFG 
Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation or the prevailing CDFG protocol which details 
the amount of foraging habitat required as part of mitigation. Although any loss of more 
than one acre of open non developed annual grassland habitat could result in the loss of 
potential foraging habitat for ferruginous hawk, golden eagle, and burrowing owl, there are 
approximately 100,000 acres of open annual grassland in the immediate vicinity of the 
Greenville Y ard that is available for foraging activities by these species. The loss of 
approximately 113 acres of grassland for the Greenville Y ard would not be considered 
significant nor would it cause a substantial effect to ferruginous hawk, golden eagle, or 
burrowing owl. Additionally, if the BART Board of Directors were to choose the 
Greenville Y ard as the selected alternative, then BART would have to mitigate for the loss 
of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat, which would benefit the ferruginous hawk, golden 
eagle, and burrowing owl. 
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Furthermore, as the commentor notes, and as presented in the Draft Program EIR (see 
pages 3.9-38 to 3.9-39), these species are protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
(MBTA) and by the California Department of Fish and Game Code Sections 3511, 3503, 
and 3503.5. Mitigation Measure CI-BIO-3.2 and CI-BIO-3.3 would require BART to 
conduct pre-construction surveys for nesting birds for the preferred alternative and would 
require BART to delay construction near MBTA protected nests or colonies and/or create 
buffer areas surrounding those nests in consultation with CDFG. Selection of specific 
locations for mitigation lands would occur when a specific project is proposed. Also, 
please refer to Master Response 1 of this document, regarding the level of detail for 
analysis of impacts and mitigation measures that is appropriate in a programmatic 
environmental document. 
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December 15, 2009 


Mr. Malcolm Quint 

San Francisco Bay Arca Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeside Drive, 16" Floor 

Oakland, CA 94612 


Re: Pleasanton Chamber of Commerce Comments on BART to Livermore DEIR 
Dear Mr. Quint: 


The Pleasanton Chamber is very supportive of the BART to Livermore extension and looks forward to its 
construction at the earliest possible date. The document that is currently being circulated for comment 
contains 4 massive amount of useful information and represents an important step forward in the selection 
of a preferred altemate. 


Asa general comment, the EIR language appropriately calls for mamecrous opportunities for comment, 
input and community discussion from Livermore residents, officials, and other intcrested panties. 
However, five of the nine final altematives have potentially significant impacts on the developing eastern 
edge of Pleasanton, the EIR barely discusses these impacts and the public review process seems to largely 
ignore Pleasanton, 


Earlier this year, the Pleasanton City Council certified an EIR for the Staples Ranch Specific Plan, and 
with it adopted a plan to complete Stoneridge Drive to El Charro Road. The City is in the final stages of 
adopting a supplemental EIR to provide more supporting studies for several subsequently identified 
environmental issues. 


Noteworthy in that process was the approval of tand uses that back-up to the 1-580 freeway and which are 
protected with special features including setbacks, berming, sound walls and landscaping, all intended to 

33.1 minimize the impacts of the freeway, and of the potential future BART extension, upon the selected land 

uses —an $00 unit continuing care senior housing development and e major auto sales and service 

complex, These two land uses are very important to the City and Alameda County and should be very 
carefully considered in the BART to Livermore DEIR. Instead, it appears potential BART impacts in this 
area cither have been overlooked or trivialized. For example the DEIR in the land use section mentions 
this area but does not depict it as containing sensitive land uses, even though senior housing in general is 
spelled out as such. 


The five affected alternatives involve BART routing beginning in the 1-580 median at grade, then rising 
in a retained fill east of Santa Rita Road, then in an elevated structure flying over the eastbound lanes of 1- 
580 and continuing on an elevated structure along the diagonal portion of El Charro Road. No details are 
given beyond these descriptions. On page 3.3-5ithe issue is dealt with in this manner: “The area to the 
west in Pleasanton is proposed to also be retail and also house an auto mall, community park, and 
continuing care community. These uses do not exist and are not physically integrated as a community,” 
Therefore, the document seems (o conclude, this area can be ignored. But, an elevated structure in the 
backyard of a new senior housing complex and in the front or side yard of a proposed auto mall, would 
seem to have dramatically significant impacts. 


www. pleasanton.org 
777 Peters Avenuc + Pleasanton, CA 94566 * Phone: (925) 846-5858 + Fax: (925) 846-9697 
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33.3 


33.4 


33.5 


33.6 


Page 2 of 2, 


The Cities of Pleasanton and Livermore, along with nearby affected landowners, have adopted a 
inemorandum of understanding and a ptan for the roadways in the area south of [-580 in the El Charro 
Road/Jack London Boulevard/Stoneridge Drive area. The intersection of these three key arterials is about 
to be constructed and was not included as a study intersection in the DETR — it should have been, 


flyover in the background with the overpass in the foreground. A better idea of the significant visual 
impacts to the auto mall and the senior housing center can be gained from Figure 3.5-19, although any 
specific impacts are lefi to the imagination of the reader. Although much effort was made to provide this 
photo illustration, there is no plan view in the DEIR to show how the alignment might affect the auto mal! 


| In Section 3.5, Visual Quality, the Illustration contained on Figure 3.5-12 masks the impacts of the 


and the 800-unit senior housing complex. 


In summary, the Pleasanton Chamber feels the DEIR ignores or understates the impacts that the BART 
alignments that use the E} Charro (Quarry) corridor would have on surrounding planned land uses, The 
land uses in this area are approved and can be expected 10 be constructed and completed long before 
BART is in place, There is no description of how the flyover near El Charro Road would impact the 
planned and approved Iand uses. In other alternatives and locations described in the DEIR, a much 
greater detailed depiction of the alternatives alignment is offered, The DEIR ignores the traffic impacts of 
the key intersection in cast Pleasanton/ west Livermore ~ El Charro Road at Stoneridge Drive/Jack 
London Boulevard ~ even though an aerial structure is contemplated for the area. 


Some of the under-described impacts might be lessened with the ‘Portola Solution’, a crossover from 
BART that gocs under (not over) the eastbound lanes of 1-580 to reach the E] Charro corridor. However, 
because of the lack of detail included in this area, even this approach cannot be adequately analyzed 
without more information. 


Unless the problematic features of the altematives using the El Charro corridor can be resolved 
satisfactorily, the Pleasanton Chamber strongly favors the I-S80 altermatives that do no encroach upon 
Pleasanton’s Staples Ranch ares. 


We hope your future studies will address these issues, 


Sincerely, 


Zz Raty é 


President/CEO 


ce: 


Supervisor Scott Haggerty, Alameda County 

Mayor Jennifer Hostennan, City of Pleasanton 

Director John McPartland, District 5, Bay Area Rapid Transit 
Nelson Fialho, City Manager, City of Pleasanton 
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Letter 33 Pleasanton Chamber of Commerce 


33.1 See Master Response 4, for a discussion of the treatment of Staples Ranch in the Draft 
Program EIR and the potential for impacts to sensitive receptors at the Staples Ranch site. 


23:2 The Draft Program EIR acknowledges the Stoneridge Drive Extension, which is proposed 
to be extended through the Staples Ranch site, as a significant element of Pleasanton’s 
circulation system. During the scoping of the Draft Program EIR, the transportation staff 
from each of the cities along the study corridor was asked to indicate those street segments 
and intersections that should be included in the transportation impact analysis. Stoneridge 
Drive (and the Stoneridge Drive Extension) was not identified by the City of Pleasanton for 
inclusion in the analysis. The planned intersection of El Charro Road with Stoneridge 
Drive and Jack London Boulevard was also not identified by either the City of Pleasanton 
or the City of Livermore for inclusion in the analysis. Therefore, these facilities were not 
included in the analysis. 


It is important to note that in the case of a program-level EIR, such as the Draft Program EIR 
for the BART extension to Livermore, the primary purpose of the transportation analysis is to 
provide an accurate comparison of the alternatives under consideration. To this end, the 
locations selected for the transportation analysis included those street segments and intersections 
which were on a logical access or egress route serving the candidate station sites for the 
extension alternatives. Stoneridge Drive does not fall into this category, since it is not on a 
direct access route to any of the station sites. 


In addition, as noted in M aster Response 4, because each of the alternatives would have a 
beneficial impact on traffic along |-580, and because the Stoneridge Drive Extension would 
extend parallel to 1-580, it is likely that the BART extension alternatives would actually 
have a beneficial effect on future traffic conditions on Stoneridge Drive as compared to 
conditions under the No Build Alternative. 


oie fee! Figure 3.5-12 of the Draft Program EIR illustrates the proposed BART alignment at the 
point where it crosses over the El Charro overpass as it departs the median of I-580 and 
turns south along El Charro Road. The EI! Charro overpass may block a portion of the 
BART guideway from the viewer, but the simulation illustrates that the great majority of 
the guideway would be visible, both above and below the freeway overpass. As identified 
in the Draft Program EIR, the existing overpass would reduce the visual impact of the 
proposed BART aerial structure. Specifically, the aerial structure would “be a compatible 
feature with the existing overpasses and ramps associated with the highway” (see page 3.5- 
25, paragraph 1). As explained on page 3.5-15 of the Draft Program EIR, this viewpoint, 
like all those selected for photosimulations, was chosen because it is a representative 
vantage point of the extension alternative, as viewed by a principal viewer group. 
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Figure 3.5-19 of the Draft Program EIR contains a second photosimulation of the aerial 
flyover at El Charro Road, and is intended to further illustrate the potential visual impact of 
the aerial structure as seen by a principal viewer group—motorists traveling on 1-580. As 
explained in the Draft Program EIR, Figure 3.5-19 reveals that signage of the planned 
Staples Ranch development would not be blocked by the aerial structure, which is an 
element of Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5. Rather, the signage would be visible to 
motorists traveling in both directions on the I-580 (see page 3.5-39, paragraph 4). 


For a plan view of the alternatives that propose to follow El Charro Road and their 
relationship to Staples Ranch, see Master Response 4. As noted in Comment 33.3, the 
Visual Quality section of the Draft Program EIR does not provide a plan view of the 
Staples Ranch project. This is because an evaluation of CEQA Standards of Significance 
for determining visual impacts—visual compatibility, view obstruction, and scenic resource 
disturbance—is best achieved through the presentation of comparative, ground-view 
photosimulations. As demonstrated by the photo simulations provided in Section 3.5 of the 
Draft Program EIR, this method communicates visual quality from common vantage points 
in three dimensions, with high color and textural quality. 


33.4 Please refer to M aster Response 4 of this document, regarding potential program impacts to 
planned development at Staples Ranch. 


33.5 Please refer to Master Response 4 and Response 33.2, regarding the traffic impacts of the 
alternatives on Stoneridge Drive. This discussion also applies to the intersection of El 
Charro Road, Jack London Boulevard, and Stoneridge Drive. In summary, the BART 
extension alternatives would reduce the amount of the traffic traveling through this 
intersection compared with the No Build Alternative. This is because the alternatives 
reduce traffic volumes on |-580 which would in turn reduce the traffic on other east-west 
routes such as Stoneridge Drive. The proposed BART aerial flyover is associated with 
those alternatives that pass through the Chain of Lakes area. Please refer to Master 
Response 3 in this document, regarding the engineering feasibility and the design of the 
aerial structure near the intersection of El Charro Road, Jack London Boulevard, and 
Stoneridge Drive. The structure is planned to cross Stoneridge Drive west of this 
intersection and would not have an impact on the intersection or on the cross-section of 
Stoneridge Drive. 


33.6 The commentor proposes a “Portola solution,” in which the alignment would transition 
from an at-grade profile to below grade and pass under the eastbound 1-580 traffic lanes to 
the El Charro corridor. Once below grade, there would be substantial engineering issues 
where the alignment would transition to an aerial configuration to pass over the Chain of 
Lakes. In order to satisfy BART’s design criteria on maximum grades and vertical curves, 
this transition would require a tunnel portal and a section where the alignment would be on 
retained fill, which would result in significant disruption to planned improvements along E| 
Charro Road and to quarry truck traffic. An alternative to an El Charro Road aerial 
alignment would be to stay below grade; however, this option would be extremely costly in 
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order to be sufficiently deep to pass under the active mineral extraction activity in the 
Chain of Lakes area. 


In addition, the “under-described impacts” mentioned by the commentor appear to concern 
visual and land use compatibility and traffic effects of the aerial alignment that could affect 
future development proposed for the Staples Ranch site. Those impacts are evaluated in 
Master Response 4, which concludes that there would be less-than-significant effects to the 
“future existing condition” at this site (so described since the site is currently undeveloped, 
but may in the future be developed at the time of project-level environmental review of the 
BART to Livermore extension). 


In summary, there would be no land use or visual compatibility impacts that would be 
mitigated by a “Portola solution” at the junction of 1-580 and El Charro Road, and such a 
solution would be infeasible due to costs and engineering issues. 
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ReedSmith a idl 


101 Second Street 

Suita 1800 

San Francisco, CA ot Leer 

Marshall C. Wallace +141 8700 
Direct Phone: +1 415 659 4872 Fax +1 415 391 8269 


Email: mwallace@reedsmith.com 


January 21, 2010 
VIA HAND DELIVERY AND EMAIL 


BART Planning Department 
Attn: Malcolm Quint 

300 Lakeside Drive, 16" Floor 
Oakland, CA 94612 


Re: minents iny EIR for BART Liv Ext 
Dear Mr. Quint: 


We write on behalf of Rhodes & Jamieson, LLC, Pleasanton Gravel Co., Jamieson Company, 
LLC, Rancho Del Charro, LLC and their related entities (collectively, “Rhodes & Jamieson”) to provide 
comments and raise issues and concems regarding the Draft Program EIR (“DPEIR”) for the extension 
of BART to Livermore (the “Project”). 


RHODES MI 'S PROPERTY 


Rhodes & Jamieson owns over 1000 acres of paspetty in unincorporated Alameda County south 
of Interstate 580, between Pleasanton and Livermore. E/ Charro Road runs directly through Rhodes & 
Jamieson’s property. The property presently supports multiple uses, including sand and gravel mining, 
recycling, transportation and waste disposal by Vulcan Materials Company, a ready-mix facility, dry 
farming, equestrian facilities, two residences and office facilitics. The property has been designated on 
applicable general and specific plans, and recognized at the state and county levels, as valuable mineral 
resources property, Indeed, the California Gealogical Survey has classified much of the property as land 
containing construction aggregate resources of regional significance. The DPEIR recognizes the 
importance of the aggregate resources to Rhodes & Jamieson’s land, providing: “[T]he El Charro Road 
portion of the study area is composed almost entircly of ag te (sand and gravel mining) and water 
resource management. The land is largely under ownership of Rhodes & Jamicson and private mining 
ventures such as Vulcan Materials Company.” [DPEIR, p. 3.3-8] 


SUMMARY OF COMMENTS 


The DPEIR considers nine Alternative routes for the Livermore extension, Five of those 
Alternatives propose that the extension would travel a route parallel to and at points crossing El Charro 
Road from Interstate 580 south to Stanley Boulevard. Those five Altematives therefore would 
necessarily directly impact Rhodes & Jamieson’s property. As explained in more detail below, the 
DPEIR fails to adequately assess the impacts of those Alternatives, for multiple reasons, In summary, 
and without limiting the right of Rhodes & Jamieson to identify additional issues or modify its 
comments, the DPEIR fails to adequately consider; (1) the impact of the Project on mineral resources 
and mining operations; (2) the impact on water resources, flood control and the Chain of Lakes; (3) the 
engineering, support and stability of the proposed BART line in the area of the Rhodes & Jamieson 
property; (4) the impact of the Alternatives upon transportation and access, both road and rail; 

(5) impacts upon existing structures; (6) impacts upon local waterways, including the Arroyo Mocho 
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Mr. Malcolm Quint ReedSmith 
January 21, 2010 
Page 2 


and Arroyo Las Positas; (7) the design of a Stanley/Isabe) Station and the impacts of such a station; 
(8) cumulative impacts; and (9) impacts upon global warming. 


IMPA £ THE DP OT ADEQUATELY ADDRESS 


The DPEIR does not adequately consider the many significant impacts associated with the five 
Alternatives that involve the El Charro Road route (Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3a, 5). The DPEIR itself 
acknowledges that it does not thoroughly consider all impacts. 


[G]iven that this is a program-level document and cannot address site-specific and 
project-specific questions, there are a number of unresolved issues that will be addressed 
further when more detailed engineering and environmental analysis at the project level is 
performed. [DPEIR, p. S-12] 


These concessions are borne out where the DPEIR purports to address the impacts of the five 
Alternatives proceeding along El Charro Road via the Rhodes & Jamieson property: “Although this 
34.1 alternative would include an elevated section above El Charro Road, surrounding fand uses are not 
sensitive and would not be adversely affected by BART operations.” ha p. 3.3-45] By stating this 
bare conclusion with no analysis and no supporting facts, BART plainly has not met its obligation of 
evaluating the actual impacts of the project. This letter sets out multiple particular ways in which BART 
has failed to satisfy those obligations. 


Given the generality of the analysis in the DPEIR and the early stage of the environmental 
review of this Project, it is not possible for Rhodes & Jamieson to identify in detail every impact of the 
Alternatives or every shortcoming of the review presented in the DPEIR. The following, however, are 
significant impacts which the DPEIR fails adequately to address, 


A. The DPEIR Fails to Adequately Consider the Impacts of the Project on Mineral Resources 
and Mining Operations 


The DPEIR acknowledges that some Alternatives (nos. 3a and 5) will have a significant or 
potentially — and unavoidable impact on Rhodes & Jamieson’s mineral resources, but that 
“Project-level analysis [is] necessary to confirm significance.” [DPEIR, Table S-3, p. S-19} Rhodes & 
Jamieson agrees. The DPEIR fails to adequately consider the loss of mineral resources in the Project 
area and the Project's effect on mining operations. 


Rather than evaluating these impacts, the DPEIR says the following: 


The Livermore Valley is underlain by alluvial deposits which contain significant reserves 
of sand and gravel suitable for use as aggregate in cement production. Sand and gravel 
mining has been a common regional operation prior to the 20s,century. The region has 
been mapped by the CGS and much of the Livermore Valley floor south of the 1-580 is 
classified as an area of significant mineral resources, including areas mapped as either 
MRZ-2 or MRZ-3. 


Figure 8-3 of the City of Livermore General Plan, Open Space and Conservation Element 
indicates State-designated Mineral Resource Sectors A-] and A-2 in the vicinity of the 
study area in lands classified as MRZ-2. Mincral Resource Sectors are areas where 
mineral extraction is occurring and areas that have current land uses that are similar to 
areas where mining has occurred, Mineral resources in the study area include gravel that 
is mined in the southwestern portion of the study area, in Alameda County between I-580 
and the UPRR tracks (Resource Sector A-}) and south of Stanley Boulevard (Resource 


US_ACTIVE 1006243 
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Sector A-2) in an area known as the Chain of Lakes. Existing quarry lands are owned by 
Rhodes & Jamieson Aggregates Mines. The pits near Stanley Boulevard are leased and 
operated by Vulcan Materials Company (Vulcan), Vulcan presently mines aggregate and 
operates an associated processing plant on approximately 1.1 acres of land. 


Vulcan holds an active permit to mine the SMP-16 area south of Stanley Boulevard, in 
34.2 the southwest corner of the intersection of Stanley Boulevard and Isabel Avenue; the area 
a4 has been mined for sand and gravel products at least since the 1950s, A Reclamation Plan 
cont. for the property has been approved by the County and mining can occur on any part of 
the property. Current mining operations (commenced in 2008) are ongoing in the SMP- 
Bs a north and south of Stanley Boulevard, and are anticipated to be completed by 


Farther west, between Isabel Avenue and Vineyard Avenue, extracted material from 
SMP-16 south of Stanlcy Boulevard is transported by a conveyor system under Stanley 
Boulevard to the Vulcan processing plant north of Stanley Boulevard and west of El 
Charro Road. Material is washed, crushed, and separated into different grades, then stock 
piled for use in hot mix asphalt, road base, and other construction uses. The property 
northwest of the intersection of Stanley Boulevard and Isabel Avenue and properties 
farther north near the airport (formerly known as SMP-38, -39, and -40) were proposed 
for mining operations to commence upon the completion of the existing mining 
operations in 2013; however, those plans were withdrawn and the area northwest of the 
intersection of Stanley Boulevard and Isabel Avenue is not covered by any mining permit 
or reclamation plan. Future mining is planned for the area south of Stanley Boulevard. 


As shown in Figure 3.7-4 and described in Table 3.7-5, the quarry lands are considered to 
have the “least” landslide susceptibility and would be expected to remain relatively stable 
unless the topography were radically modified. The soils in the quarry lands are Yolo 
loams. These soils are well drained and considered to have a “slight” erosion hazard, 
indicating that little or no erosion is likely. The quarries are in Quaternary deposits Qa 
(Latest Pleistocene to Holocene alluvial deposits). Liquefaction susceptibility associated 
with these deposits is moderate, [DPEIR, pp. 3.7-27, 28] 


This passage raises several issues. First, it is inaccurate in several ways. For example, the SMP- 
16 Permit covers, and permits mining of, an area much greater than the area “south of Stanley 
Boulevard.” Second, current mining operations are expected to continue well beyond 2013; the SMP-16 
Permit allows mining until the 2030s and potentially beyond, plus there are additional areas designated 
for mining under the Q-2 Permit. Furthermore, the suggestion that the areas designated as SMP-38, 
SMP-39 and SMP-40 or “the area northwest of the intersection of Stanley Boulevard and Isabel 
Avenue” are not permitted for mining is not accurate: SMP-38 is covered by the Q-2 permit, which 
permits mining that land. Additionally, the DPEIR incorrectly characterizes land which is permitted for 
aggregate mining as “Prime Farmland.” {DPEIJR, Figure 3.3-3]. These and other factual errors should 
be corrected before any decision is made on alternatives, 


Second, the above-quoted language is just a description, nothing more. The DPEIR does not 
34.3 evaluate the nature or extent of any impacts. It does not evaluate how much mining land will be lost. It 
does not evaluate the impact on resource availability, It does not evaluate where other aggregate will 
come from to make up the shortfall. 


Third, to the extent the DPEIR assumes, without substantive discussion, that loss of mineral 


34.4 resources would be rendered insignificant if Rhodes & Jamieson is compensated for lost mineral 
resources, that is not an adequate assumption, Notwithstanding the fact that compensating Rhodes & 


US_ACTIVE. 102044255 3 


BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-197 
June 2010 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4 Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 


Mr, Malcolm Quint ReedSmith 
January 21, 2010 
Page 4 


Jamieson for lost mineral resources may not be financially feasible!, simply compensating Rhodes & 

34.4 Jamieson for lost mineral resources may not mitigate, to an insignificant lore the Project’s impacts 

cont, because the loss of those resources has broad effects, An adequate analysis of measures to mitigate the 
loss of mineral resources, at a minimum, must include a discussion of the reptacement of lost minerals 
and the environmental impacts associated therewith. For example, if mining operations on Rhodes & 
Jamieson’s property are prevented, Bay Area construction projects will need to get mineral resources 
from more distant sources, requiring additional and longer truck traffic trips, increased consumption of 
fossil fuels and greater energy needs, none of which is addressed in the DPEIR. Indeed, the California 
ene of Conservation, as part of its California Geological Survey, issued a report in February 
2007 documenting a dwindling supply of accessible mineral resources and urging local government to 
“consider the issue of access to mineral resources when planning for growth and development,” The 
DPEIR fails in this respect to adequately address the actual environmental and financial impacts caused 
by the Project not only on the known mineral resources, but also as to the impacts on traffic, energy 
consumption, air quality, and climate change caused by builders that are forced to travel much greater 
distances for mineral resources. Further, the DPEIR ignores the cumulative impact on gravel resources 
from other planned or anticipated projects, which will also diminish sand and gravel supplies. 


Fourth, the DPEIR also acknowledges that the proposed Isabel/Stanley station would haye a 
significant impact on mineral resources: “Approximately one half of this station area, including most of 
34.5 the area west of Isabel Avenue/State Route (SR) 84, is composed of land dedicated to quarries and 
resource management.” [DPEIR, p. 3.3-41] Upon identifying this issue, however, the DPEIR does not 
make any attempt to assess or quantify the impacts upon such mineral resources of the proposed station. 
Here again, the DPEIR is insufficient, 


Finally, the DPEIR fails to discuss the in ei impacts on mining during construction 
34.6 associated with the Project. In particular, the DPEIR fails to discuss, which roads will be accessible to 
: mining truck traffic during construction, whether limiting the roads mining trucks have access to will 
impact traffic, noise, air quality, aesthetics, and other environmental conditions, and whether increased 
energy consumption will result from increased truck travel times. 


B. The DPEIR Fails to Adequately Consider the Impacts of the Project On Important Water 
Management and Flood Control Property 


For decades land directly affected by the five El Charro Road Alternatives has been subject to 
“Chain of Lakes” agreements between Zone 7 and private property owners, including Rhodes & 
Jamieson, Pursuant to those agreements Zone 7, Vulcan and in places Rhodes & Jamieson will 
eventually implement reclamation plans that will create a deep basin, “chain of lakes,” access roads, 
gs 9 1 facilities on that property for purposes of groundwater recharge and flood control 
the “Zone 7 Plan”). 


As set forth in the comments we expect to be provided by Zone 7, the DPEIR fails to analyze the 
impacts the Project may have on the Zone 7 Plan. Among other things, the DPEIR fails to analyze how 
much land devoted to the Zone 7 Plan will be affected by the Project, to what degree future efforts by 
Zone 7 to recharge the groundwater and contro! floods in the Project area will be affected, whether there 
are any significant curnulative impacts associated with the Project and the Zone 7 Plan, and whether 
there are any feasible measures to mitigate the significant impacts the Project may have on the Zone 7 


34.7 


| BART does not appear to have calculated the amount of mineral resources that would be lost or the 
amount of compensation it must pay Rhodes & Jamieson for lost mineral resources. 
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34.7 
cont. 


Plan. Ata minimum, BART must consider the impacts the Project may have on the Zone 7 Plan in 
order to achieve a comprehensive understanding of the actual impacts associated with the Project. 


C. ‘The DPEIR Fails To Evaluate Structural And Support Issues 
The DPEIR does not evaluate the engineering issues that would be confronted with the 
Alternatives that propose an 1 Charro Road route. It suggests that there would be an elevated platform, 


but does not explain es the platform would be pipe how it would be supported, what precise route 
it would take, what soil and stability issues would be encountered, how it would be integrated with the 
Atroyo Mocho, how it would be integrated with El Charro Road, and myriad other engineering issues. 
Nor does the DPEIR indicate what the costs would be of supporting the BART elevated platform in the 
area, accommodating E] Charro Road, and minimizing adverse impacts upon adjacent mining, office, 
and transportation land, 


Morcover, the DPEIR says the following about geologic and support impacts: 


Other geologic and soils issues associated with the alternatives include potential slope 
instability, expansive and corrosive soils, soil erosion, potential impacts on mineral 
resources, and excavation issues on steep or unstable slopes. 


Also, site-specific investigations would be required for portions of the alternatives where 
potential for risk can be greatest; the result of the investigations may further result in 
design and construction constraints in order to avoid substantial risk. [DPEIR, p. 3.7-1] 


The DPEIR therefore acknowledges that more analysis, and particularly site-specific analysis, 
must be done to understand the impacts of the Alternatives. Rhodes & Jamieson concurs. The DPEIR 
does not consider the fact that the proposed Alternatives paralleling El Charro Road apparently are to 
involve an elevated railway located in areas that have been mined, which presents special support and 
engineering issues. There is no evaluation of the special issues posed by the proposed location of an 
elevated railway line in these areas. 


In sum, The DPEIR essentially states that there are soil and geologic conditions without making 
any attempt to describe what differential impacts those conditions might have upon each of the 
Alternatives or assessing the degrce of those conditions. This is a particularly significant issue with 
regard to each of the five Alternatives that propose an £1 Charro Road alignment. 


D. ie DPEIR Does Not Adequately Evaluate Transportation Issues In The E] Charro Road 
rea 


The five Alternatives proposing an El Charro Road alignment do not provide any specificity 
regarding the precise route proposed for the BART line. Nor does the DPEIR evaluate the impacts of 
that alignment upon the existing and future anticipated transportation issues in that area. Multiple 
potential issues exist. These include, without limitation, the following. The El Charro Road/Interstate 
580 interchange has been the subject of a detailed plan as part of the El Charro Specific Plan adopted by 
the city of Livermore. That interchange must be specially designed because of the large volume of haul 
truck and heavy equipment traffic using that interchange to gain access to mining, aggregate processing, 
and recycling operations served by El Charro Road, That traffic presents special safety and other civil 
engineering issues, and the DPEIR does not address any of those issues. 


34.9 


Any impairment of traffic volumes on El Charro Road caused by the Project further could have a 
substantially negative economic effect upon the productivity of mining and related operations in the 
vicinity of El Charro Road. The DPEIR does not address those impacts, and Rhodes & Jamieson 


34.10 
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| believes that it is not feasible to select preferred Alternative routes without some assessment of those 
, issues, 


Additionally, there is emergency ingress and egress at Stanley Boulevard from £1 Charro Road 
that is of great importance to Rhodes & Jamieson, Rhodes & Jamieson’s tenants, and Vulcan, and the 
DPEIR does not indicate what impacts the Alternatives may have upon that access. Additionally, the 
Alternatives contemplating a Stanley/Isabel Station do not indicate what impacts that the location and 
design of that station may have upon access to Rhodes & Jamison's immediately adjacent lands. 


Similar shortcomings in the DPEIR exists given its failure to address potential impacts upon rail 
access to Rhodes & Jamieson’s land. Rhodes & Jamieson’s property is immediately adjacent to rail 
right of ways, and those rail lines may be an integral part of future use of Rhodes & Jamieson’s lands, 
for mineral processing purposes or other potential uses, Certain of the Alternatives appear to 
contemplate using existing rail lines for the BART passenger system, but they do not indicate to what 
degree those rail lines would be available to freight or other uses if any of those Alternatives is adopted. 
Again, the future use of the rail lines could have a very “3 aempety impact upon an important form of 
access to Rhodes & Jamieson’s property and the DPEIR does not give any indication about what those 
impacts might be. 


34.11 


BE. The DPEIR Does Not Consider Impacts Upon Structures In The El Charro Road Area 


The DPEIR does not mention the fact that there are multiple structures in the El] Charro Road 
alignment that would be directly impacted by any of those Alternatives. First, the existing ranch house 
just southeast of the Interstate 580-E! Charro Road interchange would sit very close to the elevated 
platform, rendering it virtually valueless as a residence. Second, there is presently an i 
residence along the diagonal portion of El Charro Road at 212 El Charro Road, owned by Rhodes & 
Jamieson. The proposed alignment apparently would greatly devalue that residence. Third, the 
proposed alignment apparently would put the elevated platform almost directly above the existing 
Rhodes & Jamieson office facility on El Charro Road, dramatically reducing the utility and value of this 
structure. The DPEIR does not consider the impacts upon any of the structures. 


F, The DPEIR Reflects A Need To Study Impacts On Local Waterways 


The DPEIR describes the Arroyo Mocho and the Arroyo Las Positas. [DPEIR, Sec. 3.08} It 
does not, however, assess the impacts on these waterways that would result from erection of a rail 
structure crossing these waterways and running immediately adjacent to them, These are further 
impacts of the Alternatives involving El Charro Road that must be evaluated. 


34.12 


34.13 


G. _—_ Inadequate Evaluation Of Stations 


The DPEIR acknowledges “Issues to be resolved include: .. . Selection and more detailed 
planning of station areas.” [DPEIR, p. $-27] Without a much more detailed and thorou exposition of 
whether a station will be included in any of the five E! Charro Road Alternatives, and that station 
would entail in terms of size, facilities, alignment, location, erie age other improvements, one 
cannot evaluate what the significant environmental impacts might be. The DPEIR is therefore 
inadequate in this important dimension as well. 


34.14 


H. ‘The DPEIR Fails to Adcequately Consider Cumulative Impacts 


34.15 Proper cumulative impact analysis is vital because the full environmental impact of a proposed 
project cannot be gauged in a vacuum. Accordingly, a lead agency must find that a proposed project 


may have a significant effect on the environment and must prepare an EIR if the proposed project's 


¢ 
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34.15 potential environmental impacts, when examined together with the environmental impacts of other 
sate reas x cumulatively considerable. See Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21083(b); 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 
° 15065(a)(3). 


Here, the DPEIR only provides very general descriptions of past, present and future projects. It 
does not rigorously evaluate cumulative impacts. Such an approach fails to provide the in-depth, 
detailed analysis of cumulative impacts and related mitigation measures required by CEQA and NEPA, 
and make it impossible to properly gauge the full impact the Project will have on the environment, 


I, The DPEIR Fails to Adequately Consider the Impacts of the Alternatives on Global 
Warming 


The California Legislature has found that “[g]lobal warming poses a serious threat to the 
economic well-being, public health, natural resources, and the environment in California.” Cal. Health 
& Safety Code § 38501 (a). To address the threat of global warming, the Legislature and the Governor 

34.16 | have passed bills and issued orders, such as Assembly Bill 1493 and 32 and Executive Orders $-3-05 
and S-20-06, that call for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions. Despite the enactment of such bills 
and issuance of such orders, the DPEIR docs not disclose the impacts of the Project on emissions of 
greenhouse gases, does not adequately attempt to quantify the current levels of greenhouse emissions in 
the Project area, does not adequately quantify the increases in greenhouse gas emissions that the 
execution of the Project will cause, and makes no attempt to analyze the cffects of those increases on 
global warming or the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions required by various Assembly Bills and 
Executive Orders. 


CONCLUSION 


Rhodes & Jamieson urges BART to prepare a full and complete analysis of impacts, particularly 
of the five proposed Alternatives directly affecting Rhodes & Jamieson's property. Such an evaluation 
is necessary before BART chooses between the Alternatives. We thank you for the opportunity to 
comment on the DPEIR, and we look forward to your response. 


Sincerely, 
NMuwhtltl CWUAEEe_ 


Marshall C. Wallace 


Cc: Rhodes & Jamieson 
Alameda see & Flood Control & Water Conservation District, Zone 7 
Vulcan Materials Company 
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34.1 Please refer to Master Response 1 of this document, regarding the level of detail for 
analysis of impacts and mitigation measures that is appropriate in a programmatic 
environmental document. The characterization of land uses along El Charro Road as not 
sensitive needs to be examined from a comparative context. The purpose of the Program 
EIR is to compare the alternative alignments and help identify a preferred alternative. A 
description of each section of the BART to Livermore extension study is presented on page 
3.3-2 of the Draft Program EIR. Compared to the UPRR corridor, Los Positas Road, and 
Portola Avenue, the El Charro Road exhibits fewer sensitive land uses. Further sensitive 
uses, as defined on pages 3.3-9 and 3.3-10 and illustrated in Figure 3.3-2, are not found 
along El Charro Road. The statement referenced by the commentor on page 3.3-45 when 
viewed from this perspective and with the supporting documentation in the Program EIR is 
accurate. However, the second sentence under Alternative 1a on page 3.3-45 is revised as 
follows to reflect the commentor’s concerns. 


Although this alternative would include an elevated section above El Charro Road, 
there are relatively few surrounding sensitive land uses, are-notsensitive and these 
uses would not be adversely affected by BART operations. 


34.2 The third paragraph on page 3.7-27 of the Draft Program EIR is revised as follows to 
better describe mining activities by Vulcan in the Isabel/Stanley Station area: 


Vulcan holds an active permit, SM P-16, to mine, among other areas, the SMP-16 
area land south of Stanley Boulevard, in the southwest corner of the intersection 
of Stanley Boulevard and Isabel Avenue; the area has been mined for sand and 
gravel products at least since the 1950s. A Reclamation Plan for the property has 
been approved by the County and mining can occur on any part of the property. 
Current mining operations (commenced in 2008) are ongoing in the SM P-16 area 


nerth-and-seuth_of Stanley Beutevardand-are anticipated to be cempteted by 2013 


continue at least until 2030. 


The last paragraph on page 3.7-27 of the Draft Program EIR is revised as indicated in 
Response 12.7 to acknowledge the potential for future mining near the Isabel/Stanley 
Station area and the potential future status of the area as an optional lake under the Specific 
Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Area Reclamation (LAVQAR). 


34.3 On pages 3.7-46 through 3.7-48, the Draft Program EIR examines the potential effects of 
the various alternatives on mineral extraction under Impact GEO-5, Loss of a Mineral 
Resource or Mineral Resource Recovery Site. That analysis has been revised in Response 
40.4. As explained in Master Response 3, some temporary delays to quarry traffic could 
occur during construction. The revised analysis still concludes that a significant impact to 
mineral resources would occur with Alternatives 3a and 5, as originally stated in the Draft 
Program EIR. 
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34.4 The Draft Program EIR makes no assumption that the loss of mineral resources would be 
rendered insignificant if Rhodes & Jamieson were compensated. No analysis of financial 
compensation for the loss of mineral resources is intended or implied in the Draft Program 
EIR. As stated on page 3.7-48 of the Draft Program EIR, the loss of access to mineral 
resources associated with Alternatives 3a and 5 is considered potentially significant and 
unavoidable. The significance of this impact will be further examined in a project-level 
environmental document, if either of these alternatives is selected as the preferred 
alternative. However, whether the owners would be entitled to compensation is a separate 
question and is not a CEQA issue. 


34.5 On pages 3.7-46 through 3.7-48, the Draft Program EIR examines the potential effects of 
the various alternatives on mineral extraction under Impact GEO-5, Loss of a Mineral 
Resource or Mineral Resource Recovery Site. The effects of constructing the 
Isabel/Stanley Station in a designated Mineral Resource Sector appear under Alternative 3a 
- Railroad, on pages 3.7-47 and 3.7-48. As stated on page 3.7-48, the loss of access to 
mineral resources at the proposed Isabel/Stanley Station site is considered significant. 


34.6 See Master Response 3 for information about potential impacts on quarrying during the 
construction period of alternatives involving El Charro Road. 


34.7 Please refer to Responses 12.1 and 12.9 and Master Response 3 of this document, 
regarding the Specific Plan for LAVQAR and current and future land ownership by Zone 
7. As stated in the text revision outlined in M aster Response 3, the El Charro Road aerial 
alignment of Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5 would traverse a part of the LAVQAR plan 
area. Although specific future uses and activities envisioned by the LAVQAR remain 
speculative at this time, an aerial structure would not necessarily detract from Zone 7's 
future efforts to recharge groundwater and control floods, nor would such a structure 
conflict with possible recreational uses considered for the mined-out quarry pits. However, 
this issue would be reevaluated in a BART to Livermore project EIR, if this alignment is 
selected and the water storage and flood control facilities and recreational uses are in place 
at that time. 


34.8 The general alignment for alternatives along El Charro Road is illustrated in Section 2, 
Alternatives, beginning with Figure 2-6 of the Draft Program EIR. All the alternatives 
through the Chain of Lakes area would follow the same general alignment along El Charro 
Road. Please refer to Master Response 3 of this document, regarding the Chain of 
Lakes/E| Charro alignment and feasibility of construction. The precise details of project 
design will be determined during future project-level analysis. Please refer to M aster 
Response 1 of this document, regarding the level of detail for analysis of impacts that is 
appropriate in a programmatic environmental document. 


34,9 The BART alternatives would cross over the |-580/EI Charro interchange on an aerial 
structure and would be above and adjacent to El Charro Road. Though there may be 
temporary traffic disruptions during construction, as discussed in the Draft Program EIR 


BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-203 
June 2010 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 4 Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 


on pages 3.16-11 to 3.16-13, there is no reason to believe that the alternatives would affect 
El Charro roadway traffic during standard operations. Please refer to Master Response 3 
of this document, regarding the Chain of Lakes/E! Charro alignment. 


34.10 Economic effects on private mining operators do not constitute environmental impacts 
pursuant to CEQA. Please refer to the M aster Response 3 in this document, regarding the 
impact of the BART extension alternatives through the Chain of Lakes area. All of these 
alternatives are proposed to traverse the area on an aerial structure which would allow 
vehicular traffic to pass underneath the BART alignment. If these alternatives were 
selected for further engineering and environmental review, the elevated structure and the 
siting of its support columns and footings would be designed to avoid impact on mining 
operations, traffic circulation, and emergency access/egress to the area. 


Please refer to Master Response 3, regarding the impact of the BART extension 
alternatives through the Chain of Lakes area. The ability to access El Charro Road from 
Stanley Boulevard for emergency ingress/egress would not be affected, because the BART 
alignment through this area would not impact any existing or planned roadway connections. 
The alignment would be on an aerial structure which would be designed to pass over the 
existing and planned roadways in the area. 


Because this is a Program Draft EIR, it is intended to allow a comparison of alternatives at 
the conceptual level. Consequently, a design plan for the Isabel/Stanley Station has not 
been prepared. Once a decision on the proposed project is made, a more detailed project 
EIR as well as a design plan for the station would be prepared, which would allow a 
determination of station impacts and mitigation regarding access to the adjacent properties. 


34.11 While the El Charro Road alternatives include the potential use of existing railroad rights- 
of-way for BART tracks, they would not displace the existing UPRR track or interfere with 
freight operations. | Construction-period activities may temporarily impede freight 
movements, and those activities would be evaluated at a more specific level if an 
alternative that traverses the Chain of Lakes area is selected and BART elects to advance it 
to more detailed engineering and environmental review. 


34.12 Section 3.4, Population and Housing, of the Draft Program EIR assesses the impacts of the 
extension alternatives related to the displacement of existing businesses or housing. Table 
3.4-5 of the Draft Program EIR states that all of the built alternatives would have 
significant impacts related to displacement. However, effects on the value of private 
property do not constitute environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA. 


Tables 3.4-7 to 3.4-15 of the Draft Program EIR list the total number of parcels that would 
be impacted by each alternative, separated by type of use. These tables reveal that each of 
the alternatives that intersect the El Charro Road area would require the acquisition of both 
residences and businesses, and portions of parcels along El Charro Road would need to be 
acquired (see page 3.4-16, paragraph 3). 
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Appendix C of the Draft Program EIR, Potential Land Acquisition for the BART to 
Livermore Extension Alternatives, contains a list of each parcel that would potentially be 
acquired, separated out by impacts due to station development, yard development, and 
alignment right-of-way. The list contains both residences and business that would 
potentially be displaced as a result of El Charro Road alignment right-of-way acquisition. 
Impacts related to property acquisition would be reduced to a less-than-significant level 
through Mitigation M easure PH-2.1, which requires implementation of an acquisition and 
relocation program that meets the requirements of State relocation law (see page 3.4-23, 
paragraph 1). 


In addition, the Draft Program EIR evaluated impacts from the BART extension 
alternatives on land uses adjacent to the alignment. For example, Figure 3.10-12 (page 
3.10-32) indicates that there would be significant noise impacts along the EI Charro 
corridor for the two residences noted by the commentor. 


34,13 Construction of an aerial structure through the Chain of Lakes area would allow some 
flexibility in the placement of supporting columns that would minimize direct impacts to 
streams such as Arroyo Mocho or Arroyo las Positas. Please refer to Master Response 1 
of this document, regarding the level of detail for analysis of impacts and mitigation 
measures that is appropriate in a programmatic environmental document. As stated in the 
Draft Program EIR, direct impacts were assessed for features within 25 feet of an 
alternative’s footprint (see page 3.8-28, last paragraph). Indirect impacts were assessed for 
features within 100 feet of an alternative’s footprint (see page 3.8-29, first paragraph). 
The linear feet of creeks within the direct or indirect study area provide a relative indicator 
of the alternatives’ potential encroachment into creeks, whether or not the alternative 
corridor intersects the creek or the creek runs parallel/alongside the alternative. The linear 
feet of creeks and streams within the direct and indirect impact areas were measured and 
are presented in Table 3.8-6 on page 3.8-35 of the Draft Program EIR. Table 3.8-5 on 
page 3.8-34 of the Draft Program EIR lists the number of creek crossings for each 
alternative. As noted in footnote b of Table 3.8-5, multiple creek crossings of the same 
creek are counted. 


The effects of tracks running near streams on water quality are addressed under Impact 
HY -5 (see pages 3.8-50 to 3.8-55), which describes general stormwater pollution and 
runoff principles, existing regulatory requirements, and characteristics of the alternatives 
that could cause or contribute to water quality degradation. Operation of the BART train 
cars along the alignment would not be expected to cause or contribute to substantial 
additional pollutant sources because the vehicles would be powered by electricity, and 
would generate only a small increase in oil, grease, and metals that would likely be less 
than the amounts generated by individual vehicles to support the same number of 
passengers (see page 3.8-51, paragraph 2). The majority of pollutants in stormwater runoff 
from the BART extension alternatives would be associated with the stations and 
maintenance facilities. Additionally, pursuant to the Alameda Countywide Clean Water 
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34.14 


34.15 


34.16 


Program (ACCWP), the BART extension alternatives would be required to implement and 
maintain post-construction best management practices to reduce pollutants in stormwater 
runoff. These measures would include both source control and treatment best management 
practices. 


The effects on erosion and siltation are addressed under Impact HY -2 (see page 3.8-43 to 
3.8-45) and water quality effects are addressed under Impact HY -5 (see page 3.8-50 to 
3.8-55). These impact analyses include potential effects to all surface water features, 
including the number of creek crossings, and also describe the existing regulatory 
requirements and BART Facility Standards that ensure that water quality impacts associated 
with crossings are less than significant. 


As such, potential effects of the alternatives on water quality and stormwater runoff are 
addressed in the Draft Program EIR. 


The Draft Program EIR identified proposed general station locations for each of the project 
alternatives and analyzes the environmental impacts that might result in those station 
locations at a level appropriate for a program EIR. The station footprints were delineated 
to be large enough to encompass station facilities, parking, ingress/egress, and circulation. 
However, details regarding design and siting of facilities within the large footprints are 
more appropriately considered during the project-level review when a preferred alignment 
and station locations have been selected. Please refer to Master Response 1 of this 
document, regarding the level of detail for analysis of impacts and mitigation measures that 
iS appropriate in a programmatic environmental document. 


The Draft Program EIR did include a cumulative analysis, which was introduced on pages 
3.1-6 through 3.1-12 of the Draft Program EIR, and each chapter included a cumulative 
analysis for its topic (transportation, land use, etc.). Additional analysis has been provided 
in Master Response 3 of this Final Program EIR, which evaluates the potential impacts of 
the various alternatives on the Chain of Lakes. 


The Draft Program EIR addresses existing greenhouse gas (GHG) levels starting on page 
3.11-7, describes the various GHG-related regulations starting on page 3.11-14, and begins 
the impact discussion on GHG starting on page 3.11-26. All the build alternatives are 
expected to have a beneficial impact on GHG emissions. 
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Letter 35 Retzlaff Vineyards 


Zoid. This comment concerns the merits of individual project alternatives and does not concern 
the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA. The BART 
Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives during the final hearing to 
select a preferred alternative. 
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Letter 36 


January 21, 2010 


VIA US MAIL 


Mr. Malcolm Quint 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeside Drive, 16th Floor 

Oakland, CA 94612 


Re: Response to BART to Livermore Extension Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Dear Mr. Quint: 


This letter serves as the San Jose Shark's ("Sharks") comments to the BART to Livermore 
Extension Draft Environmental Impact Report (herein referred to as the "DEIR"). 


Sharks have been engaged in discussions with City of Pleasanton (“City”) and Alameda 
County Surplus Property Authority (“County”) for over 4 years regarding development of a 
public ice skating facility at Staples Ranch, 


We have not been involved in a detailed review of the proposed BART to Livermore 
extension (“Extension”); thus we offer no detailed comments on the deal. Rather we observe and 
wish to comment on the DEIR that we would be opposed to and any proposed alignment of such 
Extension that will adversely affect the development of Staples Ranch. Given the various public 
policy issues attendant to the Extension and the time, effort, expectations and money spent on 
review and approval of the Staples Ranch by many pcople and public agencies, any decisional 
conflict between the goals of the Extension and implementation of Staples Ranch Plan approval 
must be resolved in favor of the Staples Ranch Project. 


] am certain that the City of Pleasanton and others will provide detailed comments regarding 
proposed alternative alignments of the Extension that do not adversely affect development of the 
Staples Ranch. It would be very detrimental to the public’s confidence in the 
City’s/County’s/BART’s land use and transportation planning procedures to have BART 
approve an alignment for the Extension that may never get built at the expense of the Staples 
Ranch Project which has been worked on for years. 


Sincerely, 


inaldD. 
EVP/General Counsel San Jose Sharks, LLC 


San Jove Sharks. LLC 525 W. Santa Clare Street, San Jove, CA 95113 Telephone 406-287-2070 Fax 408-999-5792 www.sjshark.com B 
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Letter 36 San J ose Sharks 


36.1 See Master Response 4, for a discussion of the treatment of Staples Ranch in the Draft 
Program EIR and the potential for impacts to sensitive receptors at the Staples Ranch site. 
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January 21, 2010 


Malcolm Quint 

San Francisco Bay Arca Rapid Transit 
300 Lakeside Drive, 16" Floor 
Oakland, CA 94612 


Re: BART to Livermore Extension Draft Environmental Impact Report 


Mr. Quint, 


Save Mount Diablo appreciates the work of staff in the preparation of the draft 
Environmental Impact Report (dEIR) for the BART to Livermore Extension project 
and the opportunity to make comments on the document. 


Save Mount Diablo (SMD) is a non-profit conservation organization founded in 1971 
which acquires land for addition to parks on and around Mt. Diablo, and monitors 
Jand use planning which might affect protected lands. We build trails, restore habitat, 
and are involved in environmental education, In 1971 there was just one park on Mt. 
Diablo totaling 6,788 acres; today there are thirty-nine parks and preserves totaling 
almost 100,000 acres. We include 7000 donors and supporters. 


One of our goals is a protected open space corridor stretching south from Mt. Diablo 
across Altamont Pass through Eastern Alameda County, ensuring that Mt. Diablo's 
public lands and wildlife habitat are never cut off from the rest of the Diablo Range to 
the south. Our goals are to protect wildlife corridors, oxtend recreational corridors and 
preserve the visual backdrop for the Livermore Valley, 


In our review of the nine alternatives presented in the dEIR, Save Mount Diablo 
focused on the project's impacts to biological resources — particularly special-status 
spccics, their habitat and movement corridors, 


Wildlife corridors across Altamont Pass are of extreme importance. Nearly 100,000 
acres, almost all off it contiguous, are protected north of Highway 580 and Altamont 
Pass, stretching from Walnut Creek to Brushy Peak Regional Preserve in Livermore. 


An even larger acreage is protected south of Altamont Pass, at Camegic State 
Recreation Area, Site 300, Del Valley Regional Park, the Ohlone Regional 
Wildemess, Henry Coe State Park, and the Nature Conservancy's Mount Hamilton 
project, etc. 

SMD coavmenss. BART to Livermore project draft EIR, 1/21/2010 l 
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37.1 


Meanwhile, Altamont Pass represents a 10 mile wide, largely grassland corridor from Greenville 
Road to the California Aqueduct. This land is subject to relatively good growth management 
protections but also fragmented by infrastructure projects, many of them linear and east-west in 
nature. There may be no more than s dozen significant wildlife crossing opportunities for 
terrestrial or aquatic species, some of which are rendered unlikely given topography. One of the 
single best sets of crossings allowing wildlife movement is in the vicinity of Greenville Road— 
the freeway undercrossing and the areas serving railways and the South Bay aqueduct. Loss of 
this connection could render protected lands to the north genetically isolated and increase 
chances of extinction there of a variety of special status species. 


v *s Posit 
Save Mount Diablo believes that the draft Kovironmental Impact Report (GEIR) does not 
sufficiently address the significant impacts or apply adequate mitigation measures for the 
BART to Livermore Extension project. 


The draft EIR inaccurately concludes that the project will not have impacts on wildlife 
movement corridors, it does not include updated surveys or adequate existing studics to 
determine the presence of special-status species at the project site, and it is vague in its 
description of the measures that will mitigate the potential impacts of the project, 


Two of the stations proposed in the project — the Greenville and Vasco stations — could 
have growth inducing Impacts which would expand into the western edges of a grassland 
wildlife corridor. The Greenville Station is located mostly outside of Livermore's Urban 
Growth Boundary. Transit oriented development associated with the station would 
protrude even further beyond the UGB and Into the grassland corridor, The Vasco Station, 
located approximately one mile inside the eastern edge of the UGB, would also be growth 
inducing and include transit oriented development that would put pressure on the western 
edges of the grassland corridor. 


The dEIR dismisses the possibitity that the project would have any impacts on wildlife corridors 
in the area. In supporting this conclusion the document incorrectly cites the Missing Linkages: 
Restoring Connectivity to the California Landscape report as stating that the study area is not 
part of a wildlife corridor. The report actually asserts the opposite — that the grasslands of easter 
Alameda County are an important wildlife comidor which needs to be protected. As a result, the 
dreft EIR inaccurately assesses the importance of the area as a wildlife corridor and inadequately 
analyzes the project's potential impacts on this resource. 


The draft EIR defers wildlife and floristic surveys of the project area until after the preferred 
route altemative has been selected, Save Mount Diablo believes this is inadequate. 


Surveys to determine the presence special-status plant and animal species at the project site 
should be conducted as part of the draft EIR to allow for comprehensive analysis of the project’s 
impacts at the earliest possible point in the process. Without information based on updated 
surveys, the lead agency and the public are limited in their ability to determine the full range of 
impacts that each alternative could have on sensitive species, 


Even in the absence of such surveys, information already exists which can help in assessing 
relative impacts of various project locations. The CNDDB database, the Brushy Peak Regional 
Preserve Management Plan, the Tri-Valley Conservancy’s North Livermore Resource 
Conservation Study, EIRs for a variety of projects such as the Altamont landfill, Los Vaqueros 
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37.2 


cont, 


37.4 


reservoir expansion, Caltrans road improvements, cic, along with the East Alameda County 
Conservation Strategy, the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area Conservation Plan, though in 
draft stages, have already collected information, mapped vegetation and habitats, etc, which can 
be used in considering relative biotic impacts. 


The mitigation measures proposed for the project's impacts on a variety of special-status plant 
and animal specics are inadequate. Each of the mitigation measures addressing impacts to 
special-status species defers decisions about specific compensation ratios for habitat loss to a 
future date. The draft EIR can only propose sufficient mitigations if the project's impacts include 
mitigation measures with a clear identification of adequate habitat compensation ratios within the 
document. 


t Descripti 
The San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit system (BART) is proposing the BART to Livermore 
Extension to make public transportation more acccssible to residents in Eastem Alameda County 
and to relieve vehicle traffic on major commuter routes, The draft EIR for the proposal reviews 
nine different route alternatives and five different station locations, cach with a variety of 
impacts. 


Although most of the construction and project related impacts that will occur under any of the 
alternatives will be located in developed areas, the project has the potential to have a number of 
significant impacts on sensitive biological resources. 


The Greenville Station and the Vasco station are of particular concern for Save Mount Diablo 
because both stations arc located along the eastern edges of Livermore, The Greenville Station is 
located mostly outside of the City of Livermore's Urban Growth Boundary on the edge of 
undeveloped grasslands. The Vasco Station is located approximately one mile inside of the 
UGB, 


Both stations would have growth inducing impacts that would put further development pressure 
on the open grasslands outside of the UGB to the east and would have the greatest amount of 
impact on special-status plant and animal species in comparison to other alternatives, 


Three of the proposed altcmatives — Altermatives 1, 1a, and 1b — include the Greenville Station. 
Two of the proposed altematives — Alternatives 2 and 2a — include the Vasco Station. 


Although the alternatives that include a Greenville or Vasco Station would have the greatest 
amount of impact, all of the alternatives would have significant impacts on sensitive 
environmental resources. 


Save Mount Diablo would like to provide the following comments on the BART to Livermore 
project and draft EIR. 


's Co 
Wildlife Corridors 
Of particular importance to Save Mount Diablo are the impacts that the BART to Livermore 
Extension project could have on wildlife corridors in the area. 
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37.4 


cont, 


The undeveloped grasslands east of Livermore and into the Altamont Hills are an important 
wildlife comidor between the open spaces of Contra Costa County and Alameda County for a 
variety of special-status wildlife species. 


Unfortunately, wildlife movement through the grasslands east of Livermore is already 
fragmented and impacted by a number of barriers including Highway 580, Highway 205, the 
state and federal aqueducts, the Altamont Landfill, Mountain House Golf Course, the Altamont 
Motorsports Park and the Mountain House project. 


As eastern Alameda County and western San Joaquin County continue to develop, open spaces 
and wildlife movement corridors are becoming increasingly fragmented. 


Maintaining and enhancing the few remaining connections across barriers such as Highway 580 
is vital in successfully protecting these important linkages 


Save Mount Diablo believes that the BART to Livermore Extension project, particularly any 
alternative that includes a Greenville or a Vasco station, will have the potential to further impact 
and fragment movement linkages. 


The draft EIR, however, only includes one brief paragraph discussing wildlife corridors which 
concludes that “the study area is not part of a major or local wildlife corridor/travel route” and 
“much of the study area has already been divided by 1-580, and wildlife are not likely to move 
through the study area north to south (or vice versa).” (BART to Livermore draft EIR, Page 3.9- 
34) 


Save Mount Diablo disagrees with this assertion. 


Missing Linkages Report 

The dEIR cites the Missing Linkages: Restoring Connectivity to the California Landscape report 
prepared by the California Wilderness Coalition to support their assertions related to wildlife 
corridors, However, the Missing Linkages report actually supports the reverse conclusion than 
the assertions made in the draft EIR, 


According to the Missing Linkages report, although the Altamont Hills linkage was identified as 
a connectivity Choke-Point, “the linkage was identified as providing habitat connectivity for San 
Joaquin kit fox, golden cagle, burrowing owl, California Condor, and California tiger 
salamander.” (Missing Linkages Report, Page 37) 


The report identifies urbanization as one of the specific threats to wildlife movement in the area 
and highlights the importance of maintaining and enhancing the few linkages across 1-580, 
the docu tat t “Malntai ate habitat cover at the 


Greenville Road crossing was named as a restoration priority.” (Missing Linkages Report, 
Page 38) 


Rather than providing support for the dEJR's conclusion that there are no wildlife corridors in 
the project area, the Missing Linkages report provides evidence that the project area is part of a 
critically important linkage and the proposed location of the Greenville Station is identified as an 
important preservation and enhancement spot, Approving development at Greenville Road and 
Highway 580 would be counter to the goals of the Missing Linkages report. 


SAID comments, BART fo Livermore project draft EIR, Titania 4 


BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-214 


June 2010 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 


4 Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 


37.4 


cont, 


37.6 


Sat soa or 


The fact is that wildlife moves between open space areas to the north and south of Highway 580. 
Purther, that there are a limited number of places where this movement takes place, including the 
Greenville Road undercrossing and other undercrossings, overpasses, and culverts related to the 
freeway and aqueducts in the vicinity of some of the proposed project locations. 


Special-Status Species Occurring Near Project Area 

Figure 3.9-3 shows a map identifying sensitive species occurrences in the Tri-Valley area based 
on the California Natural Diversity Database, The map shows a variety of different species 
occurring in high numbers in the grasslands east of Livermore on both the north and south sides 
of Highway 580, including the San Joaquin kit fox, a federally listed endangered species which 
may travel large distances daily. 


According to the 2009 draft EIR for the Los Vaqueros Expansion project - located approximately 
5 miles to the north of the proposed Greenville Road station - “recent distribution data from 
CDFG, USFWS (unpublished GIS data), and CNDDB (CDFG, 2008) suggest possible fox 
populations in the Black Diamond Mines area, near Brushy Peak” and in the Altamont area. 
Based on these reports and the draft EIR for the BART to Livermore project, it appears as though 
the grasslands east of Livermore serve as a wildlife corridor for the San Joaquin kit fox. 
Maintaining and improving the few remaining undercrossings — like the one at Greenville Road — 
and culverts that allow the kit fox to cross barriers is important to preserving this linkage. Loss 
or degradation of a single existing corridor connection through Altamont Pass could isolate the 
kit fox population north of Highway 580, resulting in the extinction of the species in the northem 
part of its range, 


Growth Inducing Impacts 

The BART to Livermore Extension will likely have growth inducing impacts by encouraging a 
greater emount of development, particularly around new stations. According to the draft EIR, “it 
is reasonable to also expect that new development in addition to that already planned or proposed 
could be fostered by improved transit services and accessibility to BART’s regional transit 
system.” (BART to Livermore draft EIR, Page 3.9-34) 


The Greenville Road and Vasco stations will likely have growth inducing impacts that will 
increase pressure to develop the undeveloped grasslands inside and outside of the Urban Growth 
Boundary east of Livermore, and stretching south along the edge of Livermore. Approving a 
station that is located mostly outside of the UGB will weaken planning standards that discourage 
development in areas meant for agriculture and open space preservation. 


As the draft EIR states, “The Greenville East is proposed predominantly for agriculture, and the 
majority of the station lies outside of the Urban Growth Boundary for North Livermore. 
Development pressures to take advantage of BART stations of these latter two locations 
(Greenville and Isabel/Stanley] could induce local growth.” (BART to Livermore draft EIR, 4-8) 


The draft EIR concedes that locating a station at Greenville Road will likely have growth 
inducing impacts which would put development pressure on the lands surrounding the station, 
Encouraging growth cast into the undeveloped grasslands would further fragment and impact the 
ability of wildlife to move through the area. 


SMD COMMENT | — The draft EIR for the BART to Livermore Extension project 
inadequately analyzes the suitability of grasslands along the castern edges of 
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37.7 
cont. 


37.8 


Livermore for wildlife movement corridors, As a result, it inaccurately concludes 
that the project will have no impact on wildlife corridors. 


The EIR should re-evaluate the project's potential impacts on wildlife movement and 
give special attention to the Missing Linkages study referenced in the draft EIR. 


In analyzing the project’s potential impacts to wildlife movement in the grasslands of 
eastern Alameda County, the EIR should consider the cumulative impacts of other 
projects in the area. Expansion and maintenance of Highway 580 and railroad tracks in 
the area could further impede wildlife movement. Expansion of the Altamont Landfill 
would also further degrade the area's suitability for wildlife movement. The EIR should 
account for existing barriers to wildlife movement and identify proposed projects that 
would expand or create new barricrs in the area, 


Environmental review should include a wildlife corridor study in eastern Alameda 
County along the 1-580 corridor to identify and locate any freeway undercrossings, 
culverts, etc., that are used as safe crossing by wildlife, or which could be improved or 
enhanced to support such movement, Depending on the level of significance that is 
determined for the impacts, mitigations could also include providing funds to pay for the 
preservation and enhancement of existing crossings. 


Insufficient Impact Analysis 

The draft Environmental Impact Report for the BART to Livermore Extension project docs not 
include an adequate analysis of the project's potential impacts to sensitive biotic resources. Each 
of the alternatives being considered would have varying levels of impacts on special-status 
wildlife species and their habitat, special-status plant species, and wetlands resources. 


Although the draft EIR concedes that cach alternative will have some level of impacts on 
biological resources, no site specific surveys have been conducted to support any conclusions 
about the level of impacts each alternative would have. As a result, an insufficient amount of 
information is available for BART as the tead agency and the public to make a determination 
about which alternative is preferable given impacts, 


For example, one of the mitigation measures meant to address the project’s potential impacts on 
wetlands states that a wetlands delineation report will be prepared once an alternative is chosen. 
Similarly, the draft EIR states that “No floristic surveys have been conducted for the BART 
extension alternatives” and “No habitat assessments or surveys have been conducted for special- 
status amphibians and reptiles, including CRLF, CTS, and WPT in the BART extension 
alternatives study area.” (BART to Livermore draft EIR 3.9-58) The project's impacts on each of 
these sensitive resources will not be detertnined until after the alignment of the BART extension 
has been chosen, 


Save Mount Diablo belicves that this method produces an insufficient amount of information and 
does not comprehensively analyze the projects potential impacts at the appropriate time, 
especially given regional data which already exists 


Avoidance is the best type of mitigation. The best way to reduce impacts on special-status plant 
and wildlife species is to choose an alternative that will result in a smaller loss of sensitive 
habitat and result in the least growth-inducement in sensitive areas, Postponing site specific 
floristic and wildlife surveys until after a route has been chosen does not give BART or the 
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37.9 


37.8 


cont, 


public informed analysis in deciding relative impacts of different station locations. Surveys 
should be conducted as part of the environmental review process before a route is chosen and the 
information produced in these surveys should be used to help determine which route altemative 
would have the fewest impacts on sensitive biotic resources, 


SMD COMMENT 2 — The draft EIR should provide comprehensive and up to date 
information about the sensitive biological resources that could potentially be 
impacted by the BART to Livermore Extension project. Delaying site specific 
studies for wetlands, spectal-status plant species, and special-status wildlife species 
to a future stage in the process limits the amount of information available to BART 
antl the public to make an educated determination about which alternative {s best as 
It relates to impacts on biological resources. 


Site specific studies should be conducted now as part of the draft Environmental 
Impact Report evaluation of all of the proposed alternatives. By postponing these 
studics to a future date, the draft EER includes an insufficient amount of 
Information about the project and Its impacts, 


Additionally, all existing studies conducted for projects in the vicinity of the project 
arca should be used to determine sensitive resources, 


Inadequate Mitigation Measures 

The draft EIR proposes a range of mitigation measures meant to address the project's impacts on 
special-status plant and animal species, These mitigation measures include compensation 
measures whereby habitat is preserved to compensate for the habitat that is lost through project 
impacts. 


When discussing the mitigation measures for the impacts to California red-legged frog, 
California tiger salamander, and Western pond turtle, the draft BIR states that BART would 
preserve additional upland habitat within a USFWS-approved conservation area, The document 
goes on to state that “BART would coordinate or consult with USFWS to determine the 
appropriate compensation ratio and location of the conservation area.” (BART to Livermore 
draft EIR, 3.9-62) 


Although avoidance is always the best option to mitigate potential impacts to sensitive biotic 
resources, Save Mount Diablo supports the draft EIR’s proposed compensation of habitat lost as 
a result of the project. However, the document defers discussions with regulatory agencies 
regarding decisions on the specific compensation ratio to a future date. Again, by postponing this 
decision the, draft EIR is proposing inadequate mitigation measures to address the project 
impacts. By beginning regulatory consultation early, BART can benefit from the collective 
wisdom of the agencies und potentially avoid costly mitigation. 


Save Mount Diablo has been involved in a number of projects which included habitat protection 
to mitigate for development impacts. Standards for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
and the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) often require a mitigation ratio of 3:1 
or greater for California tiger salamander habitat and 6.5 acres for every pair of Burrowing owls 
displaced. 


Mitigation compensation ratios should be determined as part of the EIR process. Otherwise, 
BART could adopt the EIR, approve the project and then determine that it is only going to do a 
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37.9 
cont. 


37.10 


mitigation ratio of 1:1, resulting in mitigation measures that are inadequate and decided upon 
with no opportunity for the public to provide input. 


SMD COMMENT 3 — Consultation with USFWS and other regulatory agencies 
should happen before the EIR is adopted and the project approved. Compensation 
ratios should be determined as part of the mitigation measures included in the draft 
EIR. Furthermore, compensation mitigation ratios for impacted special-species 
should be at least a 3:1 ratio. 


Other Planning Efforts in Eastern Alameda County 

The draft EIR does not include any discussion of either the East Alameda County Conservation 
Strategy (EACCS) or the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area Conservation Plan NCCP/HCP 
(APWRA). The EACCS and the APWRA Conservation Plan are multi-jurisdictional planning 
efforts to consider broad mitigation measures and strategies to balance impacts to species-status 
species in castern Alameda County. Both of these planning efforts are ongoing, have already 
collected baseline data, and would provide important information concerning sensitive biological 
resources in the area. 


The draft EIR should include a discussion about how the proposed BART to Livermore 
Extension relates to the EACCS and the APWRA Conservation Plan. Specifically, the draft EIR 


should determine whether any part of the proposal would conflict with the goals of these 
planning efforts 


We appreciate your consideration of our comments. Please notify us of any changes or updates 
related to this application, 


Land Conservation Associate 
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Letter 37 Save Mount Diablo 


37.1 Please refer to Response 1.2 of this document, regarding wildlife corridors. In addition, 
please also refer to M aster Response 1 of this document, regarding the differences between 
program- and project-level analyses. M aster Response 1 also includes a discussion of the 
adequacy of the mitigation measures included in the Draft Program EIR. The Draft 
Program EIR (see pages 3.9-17 to 3.9-32), includes discussion of special status species in 
the project area based on existing studies. As discussed in the Draft Program EIR (see 
pages 3.9-43 to 3.9-72), updated species surveys will be conducted when a specific project 
iS proposed. 


Growth-inducement affects are discussed in Section 4.4 of the Draft Program EIR, 
beginning on page 4-5 of the document. The Draft Program EIR acknowledges that there 
may be an indirect growth-inducing effect. To the extent that the improved transit system 
would encourage development by improving mobility and access to the area, the BART to 
Livermore extension could have an indirect growth-inducing effect by accelerating planned 
growth in a more compact, transit-oriented form in and around station sites. As noted in 
the comment, although the Vasco Station site is approximately 1 mile within the Urban 
Growth Boundary (UGB), the Greenville East Station site would be partially outside the 
boundary. Please refer to Responses 10.1 and 25.3 of this document, regarding 
identification in the Draft Program EIR of potential program conflicts with the UGB and 
the voter approval process that would be required to amend the UGB. However, should an 
alternative that conflicts with the UGB be selected, these impacts will be assessed in greater 
detail during the project-level environmental review process. 


BART agrees that the Altamont Hills and the grasslands of eastern Alameda County 
contain important wildlife corridors as presented in the Missing Linkages; Restoring 
Connectivity to the California Landscape Report. The report refers to the Altamont Hills 
area as a connectivity choke-point based on the fact that the two grassland habitat areas 
north and south of I-580 are divided by the freeway. The Altamont Hills were identified as 
a connectivity choke-point for movements of San J oaquin kit fox, golden eagle, burrowing 
owl, California condor, and California tiger salamander. Numerous barriers were 
mentioned for the Altamont Hills linkage: 1-580, Altamont Hills wind turbine development, 
development and expansion of Los Vaqueros Reservoir, the California Aqueduct, and loss 
of habitat from development in Brentwood, Antioch, Tracy Hills, and South Schulte. 
Maintaining adequate habitat cover at the Greenville Road crossing was identified as a 
restoration priority. The “Greenville Road crossing” referred to in the Missing Linkages 
report represents the crossing west of the ACE railroad lines. The crossing is located 0.2 
miles east of the actual Greenville Road underpass. Approximately 300 feet wide, the 
Greenville Road crossing is where the old Southern Pacific Railroad (SPRR) would start its 
ascent up the Altamont Hills. In summary, the Missing Linkages report focuses on the 
Altamont Hills since that is the area where suitable habitat would be present. As a result, 
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the urban areas of Dublin, Livermore, and Pleasanton are not included in this evaluation of 
wildlife migration since the urban uses preclude the presence of habitat and of some of the 
species identified in the Altamont Hills linkage. BART analyzed the current conditions at 
the “Greenville Road crossing” and reached the conclusion that this underpass east of the 
Greenville Road is not serving as a major or local wildlife corridor since the functions of 
the crossing have been rendered unusable by current land uses and therefore BART did not 
misinterpret the report. The commentor’s suggestion that a BART extension would induce 
potential growth in the areas of the Greenville Station and Vasco Road Station and put 
pressure onto other wildlife corridors within the study area is incorrect, because there are 
no other identified wildlife corridors in the area of the BART extension alternatives besides 
that at Altamont Hills. 


37.2 As the comment notes, information for analysis of “relative biotic impacts” on special- 
status species in the project area already exists in various databases and studies. The Draft 
Program EIR (see pages 3.9-23 to 3.9-32) includes discussion of special status species in 
the project area based on existing studies. This information is sufficient for a program- 
level analysis, in order to identify which alignment alternatives are sensitive to biological 
resource impacts and to assist in the selection of a preferred alternative. BART will 
conduct surveys and prepare an updated inventory of species at the project stage, including 
species that may not now be present but may be present at that time. As discussed in the 
Draft Program EIR, pages 3.9-51 to 3.9-72, updated species surveys will be conducted 
when a specific project is proposed. Please refer to Master Response 1 of this document, 
regarding the differences between program- and project-level analyses, and to Master 
Response 7 regarding the timing of species surveys. 


3142 Section 3.9, Biological Resources, in the Draft Program EIR extensively discusses the 
impacts on sensitive biological resources of all of the alignment alternatives. Please refer to 
Responses 10.1 and 25.3 of this document, regarding identification in the Draft Program 
EIR of potential program conflicts with the UGB and the voter approval process that would 
be required to amend the UGB. However, should an alternative that conflicts with the 
UGB be selected, these impacts will be assessed in greater detail during the project-level 
environmental review process (please refer to Master Response 1 of this document, 
regarding the differences between program- and project-level analysis). 


As noted in this comment, the V asco Road Station is located about 1 mile inside the UGB. 
However, the Vasco Road Station area does not extend beyond the UGB, and as shown in 
Figure 3.3-1 (page 3.3-5) of the Draft Program EIR, the station area is a mix of industrial, 
residential, institutional, and vacant uses. Although 729 housing units are expected to be 
built in the area by 2030, the vast majority of this growth would occur within vacant urban 
land to the north of the station site, the result of Livermore's Brisa Neighborhood Plan (see 
Figure 3.3-4, page 3.3-21). In addition, current land use designations prevent achieving 
more residential units around the V asco Road Station (page 5-17, paragraph 3). As aresult 
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of these conditions, the Vasco Road Station would not place significant development 
pressure on grasslands to the east of the UGB. 


37.4 Please refer to Response 1.2 and 37.1 of this document, regarding wildlife corridors. 
Although the commentor states that the Vasco Road Station would have the potential to 
further impact and fragment movement linkages, any development outside of the existing 
UGB would require a voter approval process that would amend the UGB. There is no 
evidence to suggest that by accelerating planned growth in a more compact, transit-oriented 
form in and around station sites, the Vasco Road Station would impact and fragment the 
movement corridor in proximity to the Greenville Road, which has already been rendered 
unusable by current land uses in the area. 


37.5 Please refer to Response 1.1 of this document, regarding the San Joaquin kit fox. In 
addition, please also refer to Response 1.2 of this document, regarding wildlife corridors. 


37.6 As noted in this comment, both the Vasco Road and Greenville East stations are expected 
to foster at least some degree of development in their respective station areas. The 
comment also correctly states that the Greenville East Station area is composed 
predominantly of agricultural land outside the UGB. The land use, biology, and growth- 
related impacts of the Greenville East Station are fully assessed in the Draft Program EIR. 
The fact that the Greenville East Station contains agricultural resources and conflicts with 
the UGB is clearly highlighted as a “K ey Environmental Consideration” in Table S-2 of the 
document (page S-13). In addition, Section 3.3, Land Use, assesses the potential of each 
alternative to promote the premature conversion of agricultural lands. The document 
identifies 250 acres of Williamson Act-contracted property adjacent to the Greenville East 
Station footprint (page 3.3-53, paragraph 10) as responsible for the potentially significant 
and unavoidable impact to agricultural resources of Alternatives 1, la, and 1b (see Table 
3.3-6, page 3.3-36). The Draft Program EIR also states that disturbed annual grassland is 
found in the Greenville East Station area (page 3.9-11, paragraph 4). As identified in 
Table 3.9-4 (page 3.9-45), Alternatives 1, la, and 1b were found to have potentially 
significant impacts related to special status habitats, largely the result of undeveloped land 
in the Greenville East Station area (Table 3.9-5, page 3.9-46). Refer also to Responses 
10.1 and 25.3 of this document, regarding identification in the Draft Program EIR of 
potential program conflicts with the UGB and the voter approval process that would be 
required to amend the UGB. 


Finally, please refer to Response 37.3 of this document, regarding the potential growth- 
related impacts of the V asco Road Station due to its proximity to the UGB and undeveloped 
land. 


a1.7 Please refer to the responses above and to Response 1.2 of this document, regarding 
wildlife corridors. The I-580 expansion and Altamont Landfill expansion was taken into 
consideration when analyzing cumulative impacts for the BART extension alternatives in 
the Draft Program EIR (see page 3.9-72) since these projects are within the cumulative 
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37.6 


a1 


37.10 


context of the analysis. Other I-580 undercrossings (i.e., waterways) were also visited 
during the reconnaissance surveys for the BART extension alternatives. It was determined 
that since the alternatives would use free-span sections, these culverts would not be 
impacted and thus no impact to wildlife crossings would occur. Additionally, as mentioned 
in Response 1.2, these wildlife crossings would not be considered wildlife corridors since 
they do not connect two significant habitat units. 


Please refer to Master Response 1 of this document, regarding the differences between 
program- and project-level analyses, and Master Response 7, which addresses biological 
resource impacts and timing of updated site specific surveys. 


Please refer to Master Response 1 of this document, regarding the differences between 
program- and project-level analyses, including the sufficiency of mitigation at the program 
level, 


BART is aware of the ongoing efforts of the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area 
(APWRA) Conservation Plan NCCP/HCP and the East Alameda County Conservation 
Strategy (EACCS). Both of these strategies, as mentioned by the commentor, are ongoing 
and in the draft phase. The APWRA Conservation Plan is being developed to minimize 
impacts to birds caused by wind turbine operations and to conserve birds and other 
terrestrial species while allowing wind energy development and operations in the APWRA. 
As described in the APWRA website, “the Plan is the first of its kind in California, and 
focuses on conserving the natural communities and sensitive species affected by the impacts 
of operation, maintenance, and construction of wind turbines.” The applicability of the 
APWRA on the BART to Livermore extension will be evaluated during project-specific 
environmental review. The APWRA Conservation Plan is anticipated to be completed in 
late 2011. 


The EACCS is being developed with the BART extension buildout included. The EACCS 
cites the City of Livermore General Plan, which includes the Greenville Y ard area within 
the UGB, and includes the following, mostly urban, designations: NMH - Neighborhood 
Mixed High Density; OSP - Parks, Trail Ways, Recreation Corridors, and Protected 
Areas; CF-S - School general; and ULM/UH-4 - Urban Low M edium Residential/U rban 
High Residential 4= 18-22 d.u./a.c.“* The EACCS includes the northern portion of the 
Greenville Y ard as part of the Urban/Developed Land Designation; however, they did not 
include the BART-owned property within this land designation. 


“2 City of Livermore General Plan 2003 - 2025, as amended J une 2009. 
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East Alameda County Conservation Strategy. East Alameda County Conservation Strategy Document 


(Working Draft). Available on-line at http://ww. eastalco-conservation. org/documents. html. 
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Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund 
P.O. Box 151439 San Rafael, CA94915 415-331-1982 


January 21, 2010 
By E-Mail to: 
info@barttolivermore.org 


Malcolm Quint 

Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeside Drive, 16th floor 
Oakland, CA 94612 


Re: BART to Livermore Extension Program DEIR 
Dear Mr, Quint: 


The Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund, TRANSDEF, is a Bay Area 
non-profit focused on climate change as it pertains to the fields of transportation, land 
use and air quality. In this letter, we seek to bring an innovative approach to your 
attention that has not been considered so far, perhaps because it involves the 
cooperation of multiple agencies. The California High-Speed Rail Authority's Altamont 
Rail Corridor Project creates the possibility of synergies with the BART Livermore 
Extension that deserve to be studied. 


If the Altamont Rail Corridor Project is fully funded by MTC and supported by the High- 
Speed Rail Authority (“Authority”) and BART, the Altamont Corridor Express could be 
operated by BART in the same way it operates the Capitol Corridor. Instead of two 
expensive rail systems paralleling each other in Livermore, great savings could be 
accomplished by converting the BART tracks from Bay Fair to Dublin to standard gauge, 

38.1 connecting to the current ACE system. This would give ACE a very fast route through 
the Tri-Valley region, while providing the additional station or stations in Livermore 
contemplated by the Livermore Extension. As funding and the progress of the HSR 
project itself permit, the tracks can be re-electrified to make them High-Speed Rail- 
("HSR") compatible. While we understand this proposal to significantly expand the 
scope of the proposed project, we urge BART staff and Board to give it due 
consideration, as folding this project into a larger Altamont Rail Corridor Project would 
offer many benefits. 


The BART to Livermore Extension Program DEIR ("DEIR") sets forth data that supports 
the idea of substituting a different mode for the proposed BART extension, and 
connecting to the San Joaquin Valley: 
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TRANSDEF 1/21/10 Page 2 


+ "The BART extension alternatives would altract trans-Altamont commuters and 
assist in redistributing trips away from highways between Livermore and the inner 
Bay Area, which includes !-580.” 

+ The beneficial impacts of the project listed on p. S-12 would be enhanced if 
commuters from the San Joaquin Valley were able to take the train to Livermore, 
rather than drive there. 

+ An area of concern was “.,. evaluate ability of the alignment alternatives to alleviate 
future traffic congestion on |-580 within the study area and between the study area 

38.2 and San Joaquin County.” (p. S-12, emphasis added.) 

* "The heavy commute flow between the Central Valley and the Bay Area over the 
Altamont Pass is served by |-580, but the capacity of this facility is typically 
maximized during peak commute periods, causing this stretch of Alameda County to 
experience some of the worst congestion in the San Francisco Bay Area." (p. 4-5.) 

+ “More than 19,000 workers commute to Alameda County” from San Joaquin Counly. 
{p. 4-7.) 

* “BART patrons from San Joaquin County represent a significant segment of the 
ridership in the Tri-Valley area." (p. 3.2-55.) 


We believe the DEIR is incomplete without data indicating the origin of BART trips. 
While the language quoted above Is indicative (“significant”), quantification is needed to 
understand just how significant the in-commuting is projected to be. 


We believe that such a project could better meet the Project Objectives listed on p. S-3. 
Since much of the traffic in the corridor originates in San Joaquin County, it would make 
more sense from a transportation and air quality standpoint to divert that traffic to rail 
before it arrives in Livermore. This would eliminate significant congestion, greenhouse 
gas emissions, fuel consumption, and the need to provide so much parking. While this 
would require a change in project scope and complex interagency collaboration, the 
benefits could be very much worth it. 


Because the High-Speed Rail Authority is being required to revise its Programmatic 
EIR/EIS for the Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Rail Project and revisit its 
decisions on that project, we recognize that the Altamont Corridor could serve as the 

38.3 alignment for that project. By funding the Altamont Rail Corridor, the Authority's 
combined project would add the benefit of the resulting ACE service between the 
Northern San Joaquin Valley and San Jose to the benefits of the previously approved 
Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Rail Project, at no additional cost. 


In addition, this alternative would enable a High-Speed Rail service to be built from San 
Jose to Sacramento in an earlier time-frame, at a lower cost and with a much higher 
ridership than would otherwise be possible. While not part of the planned scope for the 
BART to Livermore Extension, we also propose a route that would enable both ACE and 
High-Speed Rail trains on the Altamont Corridor to access the Caltrain Corridor to San 
Francisco. This proposal has the added benefit of providing additional Transbay rail 
capacity, thus relieving future stress on BART's Transbay Tube. 
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38.3 
cont. 


38.4 


TRANSDEF 1/21/10 Page 3 


The HSR Altemative 

This Alternative seeks to achieve the fastest possible travel times through the Tri-Valley 
at the lowest cost and with the least disturbance of residents. To avoid the substantial 
expense of tunnelling and/or bridging through the Niles Canyon area, an existing rail 
right-of-way would be converted from the BART gauge to standard gauge. This 
Alternative would replace BART service with ACE service, and add a new Isabel/|-580 
station, thus providing the Livermore Extension, High-Speed and ACE trains would 
emerge into the Tri-Valley from the tunnel through the Altamont Pass, and travel entirely 
within the 1-580 right-of-way, thus minimizing travel time, construction cost and 
community impacts. The Dublin and Isabel stations would be built with proper height 
platforms, and equipped, if possible, with a center run-through track for expresses. This 
Alternative would be far more cost-effective than building a separate BART Livermore 
Extension and the Altamont Corridor Rail Project. Using standard gauge, HSR- 
compatible tracks adds tremendous flexibility to connect a large variety of locations with 
direct local and express service. 


The project scope would extend to where the I-580 rail right-of-way connects to the 
Capitol Corridor to San Jose. (See altached map, where the short purple line indicates 
a cut-and-cover tunnel under a high school's athletic fields.) If a wye were installed 
there, it would allow for ACE and HSR service to Oakland as well. An intermodal station 
would be built either where |-580 line crosses the BART Fremont line, or at Shinn 
Street, enabling transfers to the rest of the BART system. 


Thus connecting into the rest of the Altamont Rail Corridor Project, one could then travel 
to San Jose. If it were possible for the Project to purchase the section of the Capitol 
Corridor from this connection point to San Jose, it would enable a great increase in 
service to not only downtown San Jose, but also to North San Jose and Santa Clara, 
where there is a much larger travel market. 


The Local Service Alternative 

If funding can be found to support Smart Growth efforts in Livermore, a low-cost Local 
Service Alternative would divert from the 1-580 rail right-of-way to join either the current 
ACE alignment or the former SPRR right-of-way as close to the tunnel as possible, A 
single-track line dedicated to HSR-compatible trainsets, with passing sidings as needed, 
would serve the stations at Vasco Road and Downtown Livermore. If this Local Service 
Alternative is funded, there would be no need to build a station at Isabel, thus enabling 
higher operating speeds on the main line, due to there being only one HSR stop in the 
Tri-Valley. This single-track line would have adequate capacily for the service levels 
expected for this area, while reducing construction costs and the need for right-of-way. 
A low-cost, low-impact connection needs to be found from the Downtown Livermore 
station back to the 1-580 rail right-of-way. It is not clear whether any of the current 
BART Livermore Extension alternatives meet these criteria. 


Growth-Inducing Impacts 
Page 4-9 of the DEIR states “To the extent that improved transit systems encourage 
development by removing obstacles to mobility or improving access in the region, the 
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TRANSDEF 1/21/10 Page 4 


BART to Livermore Extension could have an indirect growth-inducing effect by 
accelerating planned growth in a more compact, transit-oriented form, along the chosen 
corridor and particularly in and around the proposed station areas.” Given the long 
history of auto-oriented growth that has been induced by the BART system, we see 
nothing in the DEIR that would support this contention. The BART System Expansion 
Policy will not affect development in this locale, because “Based on this preliminary 

38.5 assessment, RDPs would not be required of the local jurisdictions to fulfill BART's 

cont. ridership targets.” (p. 5-12.) 


So, to reduce the project's growth-inducing impacts, the FEIR should adopt a mitigation 
requiring the City to adopt some specified minimum zoning densities within the half-mile 
station radii as a condition of BART approval of this project. Such zoning would ensure 
that future development will be compact. We believe that such requirements are missing 
but needed in the RDOPs, if future projects are to not only generate riders but also 
reduce GHGs. The RDP needs to get at mode of access to BART, and the best way we 
know is to require compact development. Such mitigation is also needed to reduce 
GHGs generated by the drive-access trip to the BART station. 


Ihe_Transbay Alternative 
While not a part of the BART to Livermore Extension scope, we wanted to offer a 
concept that would enable BART to take some of the traffic load off the Transbay Tube: 
To connect the Altamont Corridor to San Francisco, the |-580 rail corridor would be 
extended along Route-238 into San Leandro, where it would travel in cover-and-cut 
tunnel under Lewelling Blvd., until it turns to parallel the Bay shore. It then travels along 
the shore, until it turns to parallel the San Mateo Bridge, on a new two-track high rail 
38.6 bridge. (See attached map.) These tracks would then connect into the Caltrain 
Corridor via an AirTrain station near the Airport, thus avoiding the community impacts on 
the Peninsula of the previously studied Bay Area to Central Valley Alternatives, By 
connecting to the Caltrain Corridor so much farther north, this Transbay Alternative 
would eliminate much of the conflict with UP freight traffic on that Corridor, and make 
manageable the remaining conflicts. The building of this bridge would have the added 
benefit of providing the additional Transbay capacity needed for BART's growth. A 
separate connection to San Francisco for Tri-Valley and Central Valley travellers would 
remove a substantial passenger load from the Transbay Tube, allowing for the expected 
growth in the Inner East Bay. 


Oakland Alternative 

Another part of system expansion that should be considered, in that same context, is a 
corridor that would provide direct service to Oakland as well as to San Jose. In addition 
to the service to Oakland per se, this option would also provide greatly improved service 
to San Francisco as well. 


TRANSDEF offers these comments in an effort to integrate all the rail systems in the 
Bay Area, and to provide the maximum flexibility to serve passenger demand. We hope 
that BART will give them due consideration. We would be pleased to discuss any of 
these ideas with your staff, and assist in their further development. 
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TRANSDEF 


1/21/10 


Sincerely, 


/sf DAVID SCHONBRUNN 


David Schonbrunn, 
President 
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Letter 38 Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund 


38.1 The comment letter does not concern the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART's 
compliance with CEQA for the Livermore extension. The commentor’s proposal for a 
fundamental restructuring of operations among several agencies and transportation systems 
is not presented as an alternative to reduce or avoid environmental impacts of the BART to 
Livermore extension or any of the alignment alternatives discussed in the Draft Program 
EIR. This alternative is outside the scope of reasonable alternatives evaluated pursuant to 
CEQA. However, to the extent that details of the proposal as presented in the comments 
relate to the extension of BART to Livermore, those comments are responded to below. 


The commentor proposes a new alternative that would replace existing BART service 
between the Bay Fair Station and the Dublin/Pleasanton Station with standard gauge tracks 
and high-speed regional rail trains that would extend the Alameda Commuter Express 
(ACE) system from the foot of the Altamont Pass westward in the median of the 1-580 
corridor, with a station at Isabel/l-580. According to the comment, this would avoid two 
parallel transit systems in Livermore. In addition, the standard gauge tracks would be 
compatible with a future High-Speed Rail (HSR) project. 


The BART extension to Livermore would not create a second transit system parallel to the 
ACE system. BART and ACE operate in separate geographic areas with different hours of 
service. The BART system operates approximately 20 hours per day in the three BART 
District counties (San Francisco, Alameda, Contra Costa) and northern San M ateo County. 
BART service will be extended to Santa Clara County in the future. ACE provides limited 
peak hour commute service between San J oaquin County and the South Bay (terminating at 
San Jose) via the UPRR corridor through Livermore. As discussed further in Response 
38.3, one of the goals of the BART to Livermore extension is to link BART to ACE and 
provide a complementary connection between the two that would increase the geographic 
mobility of both BART and ACE patrons. This linkage is consistent with the vision 
outlined in M etropolitan Transportation Commission’s (MTC) Regional Rail Plan. 


As noted by the commentor, its proposal is significantly beyond the scope of the proposed 
BART to Livermore extension program. Implementation of the proposal would require 
major changes to the Bay Area's rail service: the disposal of over 13 route miles of 
relatively new BART guideway infrastructure and the construction of dozens of route miles 
of new high-speed rail compatible track and infrastructure in the Tri-Valley area, East Bay, 
and West Bay. The California High-Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) and the San J oaquin 
Rail Commission are currently preparing a Draft EIS/EIR for the Altamont Corridor Rail 
Project. This Draft EIS/EIR will evaluate new regional rail link alternatives between the 
Central Valley, the Tri-Valley, and the Bay Area, consistent with MTC’s Regional Rail 
Plan and Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). 


o0.2 The number of projected riders commuting in from San Joaquin County to BART stations 
in the Tri-Valley area is significant and was identified in the Draft Program EIR (see page 
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3.2-55, Table 3.2-20). The number of projected San Joaquin County riders is slightly 
under 30 percent of projected BART riders in the Tri-Valley for all build alternatives. See 
also Master Response 2 of this document for specific information on the process and 
methodology for the ridership projections. 


The first paragraph on page 3.2-55 is revised as follows to better reflect the proportion of 
San J oaquin County riders: 


BART patrons from San Joaquin County represent a significant segment of the 
ridership in the Tri-Valley area, and account for approximately 30 percent of 
projected BART ridership under the Tri-Valley area in all build alternatives, as 
shown in Table 3.2-20. This ranges from 16,800 riders per day under Alternative 
4 to 22,600 riders per day under Alternative 1. Currently, to access the BART 
system, these patrons must drive, use a regional bus line, or connect via ACE by 
local bus. The BART extension alternatives would provide a closer connection to 
the BART system for San Joaquin County BART patrons by driving, bus, and in 
some cases as direct connection to ACE. As-shown in Table 32-20 San loaauin 


RAP 


BART agrees with the goal of diverting San J oaquin commuters from auto trips to transit 
trips. Not only would it reduce traffic congestion on I-580, it would reduce fuel 
consumption and greenhouse gases. One of the principal objectives of the BART to 
Livermore extension is to provide a direct BART-ACE passenger connection that would 
improve efficiency for ACE riders and encourage more San Joaquin commuters to ride 
transit. All the proposed BART alternatives except one (Alternative 4) provide a direct 
connection between BART and ACE. 


38.3 The commentor proposes a HSR/ACE project as a new alternative to the BART to 
Livermore extension. The system would replace existing BART service between the Bay 
Fair Station and the Dublin/Pleasanton Station with standard gauge tracks and substitute 
BART service with ACE service. The service would extend in the median of 1-580 from 
the Bay Fair Station to a proposed tunnel under Altamont Pass. A Livermore rail station 
would be provided at Isabel/l-580. A further rail extension to the west would allow a 
connection to the Caltrain and Capitol Corridor systems. While the comment asserts that 
there would be environmental benefits from this proposal, it is not presented as an 
alternative that would reduce or avoid any adverse environmental impacts from the BART 
to Livermore alternatives analyzed in the Draft Program EIR. 


Moreover, the proposal, which would substitute ACE/HSR service for BART service, would 
not provide the same level of service and regional connectivity as the existing BART service 
and would result in a reduction in transit service for the Tri-Valley and Castro Valley. 
Currently, BART runs trains every 15 minutes during the commute hours, with the 
expectation of running trains every 12 minutes in the future. Currently ACE trains run three 
round trips per day, all in the peak hour. According to the ACE Rail Corridor Analysis 
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Final Report (2007), ACE may increase service to 12 round trips per day. This increase in 
ACE service would still not compete with the existing BART service in terms of frequency of 
service, direction of service, or hours of service. In addition, Tri-Valley patrons of an ACE 
train would have to transfer at the Bay Fair BART Station to the BART system for 
destinations on the BART line. This forced transfer is not necessary under the existing 
BART system and would likely require very significant reconfigurations of overall BART 
operations in the East Bay. This overall proposal would represent a substantial reduction in 
service for Tri-Valley residents compared to the BART alternatives evaluated in the Draft 
Program EIR, which would increase regional transit access for the Tri-V alley area. 


Implementation of the proposal would require rebuilding the existing BART facilities 
between Bay Fair Station and Dublin/Pleasanton. These modifications would likely include 
the reconstruction of the existing Bay Fair Station area, W est Dublin Station platforms, and 
Dublin/Pleasanton Station platforms in order to accommodate standard gauge trains/cars, 
high-voltage overhead catenary traction power systems and other highway/railway 
structural modifications to support higher rail speeds and HSR equipment. As noted in the 
comment, additional track and station construction would be required for a connection to 
Caltrain, the Capitol Corridor, or to a multi-modal station on the BART Fremont line. 
Extending ACE across the San Francisco Bay to the Transbay Terminal via the existing 
Caltrain mainline would be another significant cost element. Even at a conceptual level, 
the combined effect of these actions would be a capital investment above and well beyond 
any of the BART to Livermore extension alternatives. Given the region’s commitment to 
renovating its existing rail infrastructure and other transit expansion projects approved in 
the RTP, there is no indication that the ACE/HSR hybrid alternative would be more cost 
effective than one of the BART alternatives with an intermodal connection to an existing 
ACE station in Livermore. 


The commentor mentions that the CHSRA will be releasing a revised Programmatic 
EIR/EIS which will, among other things, revisit its decision on a preferred alignment that 
connects the Bay Area and the Central Valley via the Pacheco Pass, rather than the 
Altamont Pass. The revised Draft Program EIR/EIS was released and the public review 
period closed on April 26, 2010. The document did further explore the advantages and 
disadvantages of the Altamont versus the Pacheco corridor, but concludes that the Pacheco 
Pass alignment is still the preferred alignment for connecting the Central Valley to the Bay 
Area. 


38.4 This comment continues the discussion of the proposed hybrid ACE/HSR_ project 
referenced in Comment 38.3, but offers more detail on how a “local service” alternative 
could be configured and operated to provide service to Livermore stations at Vasco Road 
and Downtown Livermore. The existing ACE tracks would provide an alignment between 
Livermore and the proposed |-580-Altamont train tunnel to the east, but a new track 
alignment would be needed to provide service between Livermore stations and the I-580 
corridor to the west. It is not clear how this local service would be equal to or superior to 
a BART extension to Livermore. In fact, frequency of service and hours of service would 
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probably be more limited (see Response 38.3 above). The local service alternative is not 
presented as an alternative that would avoid or reduce any adverse environmental impacts 
of the BART to Livermore extension and it is outside the scope of reasonable alternatives 
evaluated pursuant to CEQA. The comment asserts that a “low-impact” connection from 
the Downtown Livermore Station back to the 1-580 right-of-way is needed as part of its 
proposal, but does not explain why such a connection would be needed otherwise. 


38.5 As stated in the Draft Program EIR, area-wide growth is influenced by multiple local, 
regional, and national forces that reflect societal, economic, and technological change, and 
is ultimately regulated by local and regional land use policies (see page 4-4, paragraph 4). 
Transportation infrastructure is but one of many factors that influence growth. 


The Draft Program EIR states that the BART to Livermore extension could accelerate 
planned growth in a more compact, transit-oriented form (see page 4-9, paragraph 5). 
Section 4.4 of the Draft Program EIR explains that existing BART stations have proven to 
be catalysts for the development of mixed-use centers in the Bay Area since the 1980’s (see 
page 4-6, paragraph 2), and that the recent trend toward transit-oriented, smart growth 
planning principles integrated into Bay Area general and redevelopment plans (see page 
4-6, paragraph 3) only strengthens the potential relationship between future BART stations 
and smart growth. Section 4.4 discloses that certain stations areas assessed in the analysis, 
including the Greenville East and Isabel/I-580 Station areas, are not conducive to compact, 
transit-oriented development ( TOD; page 4-8, paragraph 1). 


As discussed in the Draft Program EIR (pages 5-11 to 5-14), the BART to Livermore 
Extension must achieve ridership and housing density targets established by BART’s 
System Expansion Policy (SEP) and MTC Resolution #3434 Transit-Oriented Development 
Policy. This is not as a mitigation measure for adverse growth-inducing impacts, but a 
condition of project approval and funding under BART and MTC policy. The projected 
ridership of each extension alternative was found to satisfy the corridor-wide ridership 
thresholds of the BART SEP (see Table 5-3 in the Draft Program EIR) based on a 
preliminary, program-level assessment. As this comment points out, one result of this 
assessment is that local jurisdictions may not be required to prepare Ridership Development 
Plans (RDP) that consider land use changes to promote TOD (page 5-12, paragraph 4) to 
fulfill the BART SEP. However, the Draft Program EIR states that there are other reasons 
for pursuing RDPs, such as ensuring development that is consistent with the community's 
design vision, establishing TOD implementation measures, and defining mechanisms to 
improve infrastructure (see page 5-12, paragraph 4). More importantly, the document 
establishes that RDPs would assist in meeting the housing targets set by MTC Resolution 
#8434 (see page 5-12, paragraph 4). As presented in Table 5-4 (see page 5-15) and stated 
in the document, none of the alignment alternatives would satisfy the current MTC housing 
threshold (see page 5-16, paragraph 1). 


BART’s SEP does not expressly establish minimum zoning requirements in station areas, 
but instead allows ridership thresholds to be met by a variety of options within the 
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discretion of the local jurisdiction, including General Plan and zoning ordinance 
amendments, access improvements, and other strategies. However, because none of the 
alternatives were found to meet MTC Resolution #3434 housing thresholds, General Plan 
or zoning amendments may be required in order to meet the specified thresholds and obtain 
project funding. Although the City of Livermore has the discretion to decide what these 
RDP strategies are, it must adopt the strategies before BART will certify a final project- 
level EIR or MTC will authorize project funding. As stated in the Draft Program EIR, to 
the extent that the city declines to adopt such strategies, “some alternatives could prove 
ineligible for MTC funding.” (see page 5-16, paragraph 2). 


As discussed in the Draft Program EIR, each of the build alternatives would result in a 
substantial net benefit with respect to reducing regional greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 
(see page 3.11-28, paragraph 2). This conclusion is based on the total reduction in vehicle 
miles of traveled (VMT) calculated for each alignment alternative, based on traffic 
modeling which takes into account vehicle trips to the BART stations. Accordingly, there 
is no need to separately mitigate GHG emissions associated with drive access trips to 
stations. 


38.6 This comment concerns the merits of a proposed new Transbay rail crossing that would 
connect the commentor’s proposed ACE/HSR hybrid rail corridor in the Tri-Valley to San 
Francisco. The connection would be made via an extension of the |-580 rail corridor 
westward on new tracks along Route 238, southward parallel to the Bay, westward on a 
new Transbay rail bridge in the vicinity of the Hayward-San Mateo Bridge, then north 
along the existing Caltrain corridor to San Francisco. According to the commentor, this 
Transbay connection would reduce conflicts with freight traffic in the South Bay and 
reduce BART passenger loads, which would reduce pressure on the Transbay Tube. The 
funding costs and benefits of implementing this proposal are strictly speculative, but the 
miles of new track and bridging would likely be significantly more than the costs for any of 
the BART to Livermore extension alternatives and would be in addition to construction 
costs for the proposed 1-580 ACE/HSR rail corridor as discussed in Response 38.03 above. 
The Transbay Tube alternative is not presented as an alternative that would avoid or reduce 
any adverse environmental impacts of the BART to Livermore extension and it is outside 
the scope of reasonable alternatives evaluated pursuant to CEQA. 


38.7 This comment continues the discussion of the merits of a proposed new hybrid ACE/HSR 
project referenced in Comment 38.3 and 38.4, but proposes an Oakland connection for the 
proposed hybrid ACE/HSR system. Itis not clear from the comment whether the proposed 
rail corridor to Oakland is the existing BART system, the existing UPRR/Capitol Corridor 
tracks, or a new corridor. In either case, a rail connection between the Tri-Valley and the 
Oakland-bound tracks would need to be made. The costs and benefits of such a connection 
have not been studied and are strictly speculative. © The Oakland alternative is not 
presented as an alternative that would avoid or reduce any adverse environmental impacts 
of the BART to Livermore extension and it is outside the scope of reasonable alternatives 
evaluated pursuant to CEQA. 
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Letter 39 


Jerry Wilmoth 
? Genera) Manager Network Infrastructure 


January 15,2010 


Mr. Malcolm Quint 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeside Drive, 16” Floor 

Oakland, California 94612 


Re: Union Pacific Raifroad Comments 
For the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report — Duc January 21, 2010 


Denar San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit Authority: 


Union Pacific Railroad Company submits the following comments in response to San 
Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit Authority’s (BART) BART to Livermore Draft Program EIR 
(Program EIR), pursuant to CEQA, concerning the proposed extension of BART service from its 
present terminus at its Dublin/Pleasanton Station to the Livermore area. 


Union Pacific Railroad Company (Union Pacific) is a Delaware corporation that owns and 
operates a common carrier railroad network in the western half of the United States, including the 
State of California. Specifically, Union Pacific owns and operates rail main lines connecting the 
Stockton — Tracy area with San Jose and other Bay Area points, These rail lines connect with other 
Union Pacific lines running east and north and with lines to Los Angeles and points east and 
southeast. Union Pacific is the largest rail carrier in California in terms of both mileage and train 
operations. Union Pacific's rail network in the Stockton — San Jose ~ Oakland area and in the Central 
Valley is vital to the economic health of California and the nation as a whole. Union Pacific rail 
service to customers in the Bay Area, Central Valley, Stockton, Tracy, Sacramento, Modesto and 
other major cities is crucial to the future success and growth of those areas and customers. 


Union Pacific previously met with representatives of BART on August 25, 2009. At this 
meeting, BART representatives outlined the conceptual alignment alternatives for its Livermore 
Extension Program for Union Pacific’s comments. The undersigned stated that almost all of the 
alternatives being considered by BART did not conform to UP's standards governing such projects 
account the proximity of Union Pacific operations and facilities. Therefore, it was not in Union 
Pacific's best interests to permit any BART rail alignment that required use of Union Pacific’s 
operating right of way as being proposed by BART, Union Pacific's position on this matter remains 
the same, 


Union Pacific submits the following comments with reference to the scoping of the BART to 


Livermore Program EIR. These comments are submitted on the assumption that the project corridor 
via use of portions of Union Pacific’s Oakland Subdivision may encroach on or otherwise impact 
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Mr. M, Quint ‘ Page -2- 
Re: UPRR Comments — Draft EIR Program 
January 15, 2010 


Union Pacific’s rights of way which are used as freight and passenger routes. Union Pacific has not 
seen detailed right of way maps for this corridor project nor has Union Pacific been advised by BART 
as to the definitive route selected for the corridor between the Dublin/Pleasanton Station and the 
Livermore area. Union Pacific must therefore assume, for purposes of these comments, that some or 
all of its right of way is proposed for use by BART in this area for the operation of its trains. 


With respect to such use, BART is advised as follows: 


1) Union Pacific owns the following rights of way which may be impacted by the proposed 
rail corridor development: 


a) the Oakland Subdivision main line from Fremont (Niles Jet.) to Stockton, comprising 
the former Western Pacific main line over Altamont Pass. 


b) the Tracy Subdivision main line from Lathrop to Tracy, comprising a portion of the 
former Southern Pacific main line across Altamont Pass. The SP main tine from 
Tracy to Fremont (Niles Jct.) over Altamont Pass has been abandoned and portions 
have previously been conveyed to third parties. The balance of the Tracy Subdivision 
now extends to Martinez via the line known as the Mococo Line. 


All of these subdivisions, except any portions that may have previously been abandoned, are 
critically important to Union Pacific for the operation of freight service to and from the Bay Area. 


2) San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission (SJIRRC) operates commuter passenger trains 
under agreement with Union Pacific from Stockton to San Jose over the Oakland 
Subdivision. ; 


3) Union Pacific controls the operation and maintenance of this subdivision. No other 
carrier or government agency has the right to permit other railroads or rai! operators to 
use any part of these rights of way. These main lines are all CTC-dispatched and consist 
mainly of single track with small sections of double track. The majority of these rights of 
way are 100 feet in width, with limited wider zones in towns and cities for station 
grounds, 


4) Major rail shippers are located along this subdivision. In many instances, these shippers 
have constructed large unloading and storage facilities. These facilities are immediately 
adjacent to the right of way, generally on the side away from paralleling highways. 
Corridor alignment on or adjacent to these subdivisions potentially would terminate 
Union Pacific’s ability to serve some or all of these shippers, or future shippers needing 
rail service, leading to serious economic loss to shippers, consumers, the state and the 
railroad 


Confirming Union Pacific’s prior statements, we will not make any segments or any parts of 
its Oakland Subdivision available for the proposed regional commuter rail corridor under any 
circumstances. Union Pacific would entertain discussions regarding the status and use of any 
abandoned Union Pacific rights of way in the study area. The preparation of the Program EIR should 
recognize this limitation on available right of way. 
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Re: UPRR Comments — Draft EIR Program 
January 15, 2010 


As a common carrier railroad, Union Pacific is subject to federal law governing abandonment 
or discontinuance of freight operations. Specifically, the Interstate Commerce Commission 
Termination Act (49 USC §10501 ct seq.) prohibits a railroad from abandoning or discontinuing 
freight services over main or branch lines of railroad without authority from the federal Surface 
Transportation Board (STB). Union Pacific's operation over this subdivision is subject to STB 
jurisdiction. BART may not undertake any action that effectively requires or causes Union Pacific to 
abandon or discontinue freight service on or over any portion of this subdivision unless prior 
authority from the STB has been obtained. Union Pacific will deem any attempt by BART to interfere 
with Union Pacific’s operation over this subdivision, including service to shippers, or to appropriate 
any part of its right of way by eminent domain, as an attempt to force a de facto abandonment of 
freight service in violation of federal law. 


1) BART must be aware of the following matters as it prepares the Program EIR: 


a) Union Pacific requires that any structure(s) located under or over any Union Pacific 
right of way must clear span or otherwise be designed and constructed to prevent 
interference with Union Pacific’s equipment and/or facilities, and provide for the 
unencumbered use of its property. Any overhead structures would also require & 
minimum vertical clearance of 23 feet 6 inches above top of rail. BART must 
provide grade-separated cross-overs for freight trains at necessary locations. 


b) Union Pacific does not believe it is possible or practical to devise any mitigation 
measures which will permit shared use of any part of this subdivision for the types of 
passenger service contemplated by the Program EIR. As previously stated, Union 
Pacific will not voluntarily make these rights of way available to the corridor project 
under any circumstances. BART must not assume that even a small part of Union 
Pacific's rights of way will be available for its BART to Livermore Extension. 


c) Union Pacific is of the legal opinion that all of its operating right of way, including 
this subdivision, is exempt from the state’s eminent domain powers. 


d) Attached hereto, is a copy of Union Pacific Commuter Access Principles that must be 
strictly adhered to by BART as it further develops and evaluates its project. 


As BART is fully aware, SJRRC operates a limited number of commuter passenger trains via 
the Fresno, Oakland, Niles and Coast subdivisions between Stockton and San Jose. At current freight 
and passenger train volumes, SIRRC’s operations can be accommodated on these lines. However, 
Union Pacific cannot permit greater passenger train volumes over these subdivisions without 
extensive capacity improvements. 


Attached is a copy of my letter dated November 23, 2009, to the California High Speed Rail 
Authority (HSRA) which provided Union Pacific comments to HSRA's Altamont Pass Rail Project 
EIR/EIS, These comments were submitted on the assumption that HSRA’s project contemplated the 
encroachment on or use of portions of Union Pacifie’s corridor between Stockton and San Jose via 
Altamont Pass. BART’s various alignment alternatives are located in the same geographic areas 
being evaluated by HSRA, 
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Accordingly, Union Pacific supports BART’s intention to provide a new and completely 
separate rail passenger train corridor, BART’s alternative alignment No.4 appears to be located along 
the right-of-way for I-580 and offers what appears to be a shorter and faster route to Livermore. 
Union Pacific believes that it is entirely appropriate for projects with public funds and planned public 
use, such as the BART to Livermore Extension, to utilize public rights of way rather than rights of 
way used by private railroads such as Union Pacific. This corridor must be reserved for rail 
passenger service without interference with, or use of, Union Pacific’s freight main lines as identified 
herein, 


Union Pacific is confident that its concerns listed herein will be fully addressed by BART 
during the EIR process. Union Pacific is willing to meet with BART to discuss its concerns about rail 
corridor operation and to better understand BART’s intentions regarding potential impacts on Union 
Pacific rights of way. Following such meeting, Union Pacific will be glad to consider all future 
requests by BART for information concerning operations, construction standards and mapping data. 


Please direct all requests and correspondence to the undersigned. 


Sincerely, 


Attachments (2) 
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Union Pacific Commuter Access Principles 


Union Pacific offers the following information to guide commuter rail planners and agencies in working 
with Union Pacific to develop new rail passenger service. Commuter rail service can provide substantial 
benefits to the public, including reducing traffic congestion and avoiding expensive highway construction. 
At the same time, Union Pacific has a responsibility to the nation and to its customers to protect the public 
benefits of freight transportation - energy efficiency, tower emissions, cost-effective cargo transportation 
for shippers and consumers, and private investment in the nation’s infrastructure. 


Union Pacific will consider reasonable proposals for commuter rail service that appear to be viable and 
adequately funded. Commuter rail planners and agencies should recognize that agreements reached in 
the past, when railroads had excess track capacity and did not expect to grow, are not appropriate 
models for future agreements. Future agreements must balance the nation’s desire for additional 
commuter services with Union Pacific’s ongoing, critical role in carrying freight that otherwise would likely 
compete for space on the crowded and underfunded highway network. 


Feasible separation of freight and passenger operation 

« Asinall our activities, safety must come first. 

e Passenger safety is best protected by separating freight and passenger tracks by 50 feet or more. 
Despite UP'’s enormous progress in preventing freight train derailments, derailments will occur 
and could strike or be struck by passenger trains. Research demonstrates that most freight train 
deraiiments will remain within a 100-foot corridor. 

¢ One way to achieve separation is to move the majority of freight trains out of urban corridors 
entirely, UP will consider publicly funded relocations of freight operations that preserve UP’s 
customer service, competitive position, and access to current and future freight customers. 


\Where separation or relocation is not feasible, commuter trains must share our tracks. We intend to apply 
the foilowing principles in negotiating proposals by commuter agencies for joint operations: 


Safety 

2 Under federal taw, all trains and tracks must in the future be equipped with interoperable Positive 
Train Control (PTC) systems if passenger trains are present. The commuter agency should fund 
PTC if UP would not otherwise install if on the affected track, or contribute the agency's share of 
equipment and wayside costs if UP would install PTC on the affected track. 

e Commuter agencies should fund all other incremental safety requirements aitcibutable to its 
service, including track quality upgrades, grade crossing warning signal improvements, new 
grade separations, and any required fencing. 

e Passenger vehicles must, at a minimum, meet FRA crash standards, 

° Passenger stations rust meet Union Pacific and FRA design requirements to protect passengers 
from freight operations. 


Service 

e Passenger equipment must be reliable and suitable for mainline operations. 

e Service to Union Pacific’s freight customers must also be reliable and protected and should not 
be compromised by new commuter rail service. UP cannot agree to curfews or other restrictions 
that would impact the qualify or reliabitity of our freight service. 

e Commuter service design and infrastructure investment must protect UP's ability to serve existing 
customers and locate new freight customers on our lines. 

e In order to preserve service quality for all types of customers, UP will retain dispatching and 
maintenance contro! over its lines, The parties must agree on standards for reliability. 

e Passenger operations must provide the flexibility to accommodate efficient track maintenance. 
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Liability 

e UP cannot accept exposure to any additional liability associated with allowing commuter service 
on our lines that would not exist “but for" those operations. 

e Commuter agencies should be prepared to carry and provide evidence of insurance covering 
liability exposure up to $200 million, the limit of liability under federaitaw. Union Pacific expects 
to be indemnified for or protected against any and all liability resulting from the presence of 
commuter service. 


Capacity 

¢ All projections call for rail freight growth to exceed rail capacity in the future. Commuter agencies 
should understand that existing capacity that UP funded—whether or not now used—is reserved 
for potential freight growth. 

e Commuter agencies therefore must fund ail incremental capacity to accommodate commuter 
operations, as reflected in a study of capacity requirements and a resulting capacity plan. 

e The capacity plan must preserve the opportunity to expand freight service. 

° Because new capacity consumes the least expensive capacity opportunities and usually makes 
the next increment of capacity more expensive, the capacity plan must include additional 
commuter agency investment at ihe outset that will leave UP cost-neutral when it needs to invest 
in additional freight capacity. 

e Infrastructure requirements will be determined by UP or a UP-designated and qualified third party. 

e Oncertain rail lines where freight growth is not expected, UP may allow commuter rail use of 
existing, unused capacity. 


Compensation 

° The commuter agency should be prepared to pay for all costs associated with developing the 
capacity plan, including UP’s time and resources. 

« The capacity plan should be based on UP’s actual cost structures and operating conditions, not 
on idealized conditions or models. 

e To the extent commuter agencies use UP assets and property, they must provide UP with a 
reasonable return on Union Pacific's investment. 

e If UP’s tax liabilities (income, franchise, sales and use, property, or any other tax) increase as a 
result of UP's participation in a passenger project, UP expects to be made whole. 
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Jerry Wilmoth 
General Manager Network Infrastructure 


November 23, 2009 


Mx. Dan Leavitt - Deputy Director 
California High-Speed Rail Authority 
Atin: Altamont Pass Rail Project EIR/EIS 
925 L Street, Suite 1425 

Sacramento, CA 95814 


Re: Union Pacific Railroad Scoping Comments 
For the Altamont Pass Rail Project EIR/EIS — Due December 4, 2009 


Dear High-Speed Rail Authority: 


Union Pacific Railroad Company submits the following comments in response to the High-Speed 
Rail Authority’s (Authority) Notice of Preparation pursuant to CEQA dated October 22, 2009, 
concerning the Altamont Pass Rail Project proposed by the Authority jointly with the San Joaquin 
Regional Rail Commission (SJRRC) from Stockton to San Jose via the Altamont Pass. These 
comments also should be considered as responding to the Notice of Intent pursuant to NEPA as 
published by the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) in the Federal Register. Union Pacific 
understands that the Authority and the FRA will jointly prepare the EIR/EIS for this project. 


Union Pacific Railroad Company (Union Pacific) is a Delaware corporation that owns and operates a 
common carrier railroad network in the western half of the United States, including the State of 
California. Specifically, Union Pacific owns and operates rail main lines connecting the Stockton — 
Tracy area with San Jose and other Bay Area points. These rail lines connect with other Union Pacific 
lines running east and north and with lines to Los Angeles and points east and southeast. Union 
Pacific is the largest rail carrier in California in terms of both mileage and train operations, Union 
Pacific’s rail network in the Stockton — San Jose — Oakland area and in the Central Valley is vital to 
the economic health of California and the nation as a whole. Union Pacific rail service to customers in 
the Bay Area, Central Valley, Stockton, Tracy, Sacramento, Modesto and other major cities is crucial 
to the future success and growth of those areas and customers. 


Union Pacific previously submitted comments on the Bay Area to Central Valley HST Program 
EIR/EIS by letter dated July 7, 2008, from Mr. Scott Moore to Mr. Quentin L. Kopp of the 
Authority’s Board (copy attached). Union Pacific reaffirms these comments and hereby incorporates 
them within this letter. By letter dated May’ 13, 2008, to Mr. Mehdi Morshed, the Authority’s 
Executive Director (copy attached), the undersigned stated that it was not in Union Pacific’s best 
interests to permit any proposed high-speed rail alignment on our rights of way. Union Pacific’s 
position on this matter remains the same. 
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Mr, D, Leavitt , California High-Speed Rail Authority Page -2- 
Attn: Altamont Pass Rail Project EIR/EIS 
November 23, 2009 


Union Pacific submits the following comments with reference to the scoping of the joint Altamont 
Pass Rail Project EIR/EIS for the Stockton to San Jose corridor. These comments are submitted on 
the assumption that the project corridor via Altamont Pass to San Jose may encroach on or otherwise 
impact Union Pacific's rights of way which are used as freight and passenger routes . Union Pacific 
has not seen detailed right of way maps for this corridor project nor has Union Pacific been advised 
by the Authority as to the definitive route selected for the corridor between Stockton, Tracy and San 
Jose. Union Pacific must therefore assume, for purposes of these scoping comments, that some or all 
of its right of way is proposed for use by regional rail commuter trains and ultimately by high-speed 
rail trains. 


With respect to such use, the Authority is advised as follows: 


1. Union Pacific owns the following rights of way which may be impacted by the proposed rail 
corridor development: 


a) the Oakland Subdivision main line from Fremont (Niles Jct.) to Stockton, 
comprising the former Western Pacific main line over Altamont Pass. 


b) the Fresno Subdivision main line from Stockton to Lathrop, comprising the 
former Southern Pacific main line between these locations. 


c) the Tracy Subdivision main line from Lathrop to Tracy, comprising a portion of 
the former Southern Pacific main line across Altamont Pass. The SP main line from 
Tracy to Fremont (Niles Jct.) over Altamont Pass has been abandoned and conveyed to 
third parties. The balance of the Tracy Subdivision now extends to Martinez via the line 
known as the Mococo Line. 


d) the Niles Subdivision main line from Fremont (Niles Jct.) to Newark. 
e) the Coast Subdivision main line from Newark to San Jose. 
19) the Warm Springs Subdivision from Fremont (Niles Jet.) to San Jose. 


All of these subdivisions are critically important to Union Pacific for the operation of 
freight service to and from the Bay Area. BNSF also has certain trackage rights on some 
of these subdivisions for its own freight operations. 


2.  SIRRC operates commuter passenger trains under agreement with Union Pacific from Stockton 
to San Jose over the Fresno, Oakland, Niles and Coast subdivisions. Amtrak and Capitol 
Corridor operate regional passenger trains over the Niles and Coast Subdivisions, and Amtrak 
operates the long distance Coast Starlight over the Coast Subdivision. 


3. Union Pacific controls the operation and maintenance of these subdivisions. No other 
cairier or government agency has the right to permit other railroads or rail operators to use 
any part of these rights of way. These main lines are all CTC-dispatched and consist mainly 
of single track with small sections of double track. The majority of these rights of way are 
100-feet in width, with limited wider zones in towns and cities for station grounds. 
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4, Major rail shippers are located along these subdivisions. In many instances, these shippers have 
constructed large unloading and storage facilities. These facilities are immediately adjacent to 
the right of way, generally on the side away from paralleling highways. Corridor alignment on 
or adjacent to these subdivisions potentially would terminate Union Pacific’s ability to serve 
some or all of these shippers, or fitture shippers needing rail service, leading to serious 
economic loss to shippers, consumers, the state and the railroad 


Confirming Union Pacific's prior statements, both written and oral, we will aot make any segments or 
any parts of these subdivisions available for the proposed regional commuter sail corridor or the 
potential future high-speed rail alignment under any circumstances. Preparation of the Project 
EIR/EIS should recognize this limitation on available right of way. 


As a common carrier railroad, Union Pacific is subject to federal law governing abandonment or 
discontinuance of freight operations. Specifically, the Interstate Commerce Commission Termination 
Act (49 USC §10501 et seq.) prohibits a railroad from abandoning or discontinuing freight services 
over main or branch lines of railroad without authority from the federal Surface Transportation Board 
(STB). Union Pacific’s operation over these subdivisions is subject to STB jurisdiction. The 
Authority may not undertake any action that effectively requires or causes Union Pacific to abandon 
or discontinue freight service on or over any portion of these subdivisions unless prior authority from 
the STB has been obtained. Union Pacific will deem any attempt by HSR to interfere with Union 
Pacific's operation over these subdivisions, including service to shippers, or to appropriate any part of 
its right of way by eminent domain, as an attempt to force a de facto abandonment of freight service 
in violation of federal law. 


5. The Authority must be aware of the following matters as it prepares the EIR/EIS: 


a) Slow speed freight trains and high-speed trains are incompatible on the same tracks at any 
time and at any location, including at-grade cross-overs. Union Pacific requires overhead 
clearance of 23 feet 6 inches. The Authority must provide grade-separated cross-overs for 
freight trains at necessary locations, The Authority must not contemplate operation of 
freight trains on any HSR trackage at any time (and vice-versa). HSR must comply with all 

39.2 applicable FRA regulations with regard to freight trackage. 


b) Union Pacific does not believe it is possible or practical to devise any mitigation measures 
which will permit shared use of any part of these subdivisions for the types of passenger 
service contemplated by the EIR/EIS. As previously stated, Union Pacific will not 
voluntarily make these rights of way available to the corridor project under any 
circumstances. The Authority must not assume that oven a small part of Union Pacific's 
tights of way will be available for the Altamont Rail Project. 


©) Union Pacific is of the legal opinion that all of its operating right of way, including these 
subdivisions, is exempt from the state’s eminent domain powers. 


Union Pacific has read carefully the entire Notice of Preparation for the Altamont Rail Project and 
has noted many statements to the effect that freight operations and the type of passenger service 
envisioned by the EIR/EIS are entirely incompatible, Union Pacific concurs in the Authority's 
assessment in this regard and believes that the Authority actually has no current intention of 
attempting to take or use any part of our rights of way for passenger train service as contemplated by 
the EDRV/EIS. Nonetheless, Union Pacific deems it prudent to reaffirm its position on joint operations 
as stated in this scoping letter. 


UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD 10031 Foothills Blvd. Roseville, CA 95747 ph. (916) 789-660 


BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 4-242 
June 2010 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 


4 Responses to Written Comments on the Draft Program EIR 


As the Authority is fully aware, SIRRC operates a limited number of commuter passenger trains via 
the Fresno, Oakland, Niles and Coast subdivisions between Stockton and San Jose, At current freight 
and passenger train volumes, SJRRC’s operations can be accommodated on these lines. However, 
Union Pacific cannot permit greater passenger train volumes over these subdivisions without 
extensive capacity improvements. ‘ 


The Authority is also aware that Amtrak and the Capitol Corridor operate a large number of regional 
passenger trains between Oakland and San Jose via the Niles and Coast subdivisions. Union Pacific 
cannot accommodate any further passenger train operation over these subdivisions without extensive 
capacity improvements. 


Accordingly, Union Pacific supports the Authority’s intention to provide a new and completely 
separate rail passenger train corridor for future standard and high-speed rail passenger operation. ‘This 
corridor must be reserved for rail passenger service without interference with, or use of, Union 
Pacific’s freight main lines as identified herein, 


Union Pacific applauds the Authority’s recognition that freight main lines are inappropriate for both 
regional rail commuter service and high-speed trains. 


Union Pacific is confident that its concerns listed herein will be fully addressed by the Authority and 
FRA during the EIR/EIS process. Union Pacific is willing to meet with the Authority and FRA to 
discuss its concems about rail corridor operation and to better understand the Authority’s intentions 
regarding potential impacts on Union Pacific rights of way. Following such meeting, Union Pacific 
will be glad to consider all future requests by the Authority for information concerning operations, 
construction standards and mapping data. 


Please direct all requests and correspondence to the undersigned. 


Od 


~ Network Infrastructure 


Suicerely, 


? rry SQWilmot 
Genera 


Attachments (2) 
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Letter 39 Union Pacific Railroad 


39.1 


39.2 


BART has received and acknowledges the Union Pacific Railroad’s (UPRR) concerns and 
requirements, including the transmittal of the document Union Pacific Commuter Access 
Principles. This document is thoroughly discussed in numerous places in the Draft 
Program EIR, including page 2-54, where they are first described, and then subsequently 
under each topic. The issues enumerated in this comment and, to the extent relevant to 
extending BART to Livermore, in the commentor’s letter to the California High-Speed Rail 
Authority (CHSRA) will be the subject of further study in the coming phases of the project, 
based on detailed right-of-way maps which have not yet been prepared at the program 
stage. The issues of clearances for the UPRR operations will be handled in the design 
phase of the project, and will be explored in detail in the project-level EIR that will follow 
this program-level document. BART is aware of the UPRR’s requirements for clearances, 
as well as the requirements of the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC). BART 
is a fully grade-separated and enclosed system, thus no sharing of trackage is contemplated. 


For the most part, the comments do not concern the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or 
BART's compliance with CEQA. Concerning the availability of shared right-of-way, 
BART met with Union Pacific Railroad during the preparation of the Draft Program EIR in 
August 2009, and Union Pacific presented the Commuter Access Principles at that time. 
Union Pacific's statement on safe separation of freight and passenger tracks is addressed in 
the Draft Program EIR on page 2-54, and the resulting environmental consequences are 
discussed in each of the impact topic areas in the Draft Program EIR, Section 3, 
Environmental Analysis. In locations where UPRR right-of-way widths are adequate 
according to the Commuter Access Principles, there should be no safety issue or 
interference with UPRR operations. In locations where the UPRR right-of-way widths are 
inadequate according to the Commuter Access Principles, the Draft Program EIR 
acknowledges that the right-of-way is unlikely to be available, with the result that BART 
may need to acquire right-of-way from adjacent landowners, as indicated in Table 3.4-16. 
The Draft Program EIR also addresses the Federal Railroad Administration safety 
requirements on pages 2-53 and 2-54, through the use of intrusion detection systems. 


Please refer to Response 39.1 above with regard to the UPRR’s requirements for 
clearances and to shared use of right-of-way. Regarding Alternative 4, the BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to 
select a preferred alternative. 
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Materials Company 


January 21, 2010 


ViA Ean AND ULS. MAM 


Mr, Maleolm Quint 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeside Drive, 16th Floor 

Oaklind, CA 94612 


Re: Draft Program Environmental Lmpact Report (“*DPEIR™); State 
Clearinghouse # 2008062026 


Dear Mr, Quint: 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the recently issued DPEIR for the BART to 
Livermore project (“Project”). CalMat Co. d/b/a Vulean Materials Company, Western Division, 
is the owner and/or openitor of over 1400 acres of quarry Lands and related facilities along 11 
Charro Road beaween the cities of Pleasanton and Livermore, including lands and facilities 
which would be directly al¥eeted by certain Project alignments analyzed in the DPEIR 
(Alternatives La, 1b, 2a, 3a and 3). 


We appreciate that the DPEIR acknowledges the fact that it constitutes a progeam EIR designed 
to evaluate potential aligament alternatives on a “broad level,” and that a project-level EIR will 
ultimately be prepared to analyze “reasonable and feasible alignment altematives™ in more depth, 

40.1 Based on the information provided in the DPEIR, Vulcan would clearly prefer that BART select 
an alignment whieh utilizes the 1-580 median east of El Charro Road, rather than one of the 
alignments listed above, each of which includes a segment adjacent to Vulcan's private [1 
Charro Road. Additionally, with respect to the alignments along El Charro Road, we fel that 
Wwe must point out certain issues that BART must more fully address in this DPETR and/or in any 
subsequent project-level EIR, 


Although the DPEIR mentions the Chain of Lakes project, the DPEIR fails to fully analyze or 
document the coordination process which BART would use to ensure that any alignment through 
40.2 the quarry areas will not inteefere with Zone 7's development and operation of the Chain of 
Lakes. In particular, the Project’s environment analysis must determine the extent to whieh any 
proposed alignment would necessitate an amendment to the 1981 Specitic Plan for Livermore 
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Mr. Malcolm Quint 
January 21, 2010 
Page 2 


Amador Valley Quarry Reclamation (LAVQAR). which underlies not only the plan for the 
Chain of Lakes, but also the reclamation plans for Valean and the other mining operators within 
the Specific Plan Area, We would also point out that Vulcan and the other owners of Valean’s 
quarry lands have certitin contractual obligations related to the Chain ef Lakes pursuant to an 
agreement between Zone 7 and Pleasanton Gravel Co,, dated April 20, 1988 (commonly referred 
1o.as the Chain of Lakes Agreement), ‘The environmental analysis for the project must determine 
the extent to which any alternative alignment might affect the infiastructure required under the 
Chain of Lakes Agreement or otherwise necessitate an amendment to the Agreement. 


Each of the proposed alignments listed above would require an elevated structure over or 
adjacent to the pinned intersection of El Charro Road. Jack London Boulevard, and Stoneridge 


40.2 
cont. 


Drive. Pursuant to # Pre-Development and Cooperation Agreement. dated September 17, 2007 
(“Cooperation Agreement’), between Vulcan, Pleasanton, |.ivermore, Alameda County and the 
Surplus Property Authority of Alameda County. Pleasanton and Livermore are obligated to 
construct specific tlic improvements along [| Charro Road and at this intersection in 
conncetion with the Staples Ranch project in Pleasanton and the EL Charro Specific Plan anu 
Prime Outlets project in Livermore. In recognition of the fet that 1 Charro Read provides 
Vulcan's only access to its quarry. the Cooperation Agreement also requires Pleasanton and 
Livermore to maintain certain level of service standards at this intersection. The environmental 
review for the Project must carefully examine the extent to which the construction of any BART 
structure or facility would necessitate any modification to the traffic improvements or other 
infrastructure required by the Cooperation Agecement, Any such modifications would in turn 
require av amendment to the Cooperation Agecement to be executed by all of the parties. and this 
also must be acknowledged as part of the environmental review for the Project, 


40.3 


We appreciate the fiet that the DPEIR includes some analysis of the potential impacts of the 
various altern#tives on mineral resources, as required by SMARA. Lowever. the environmental 
analysis for the Project must include # more thorough and complete analysis of the impact of the 
Varions alternative alignments on Vatean’s mining and reclamation pursuant to SMP-16, Note 
that this analysis must specitically discuss the impacts of the Project on Vulcan's private Et 
Charto right of way, since this is considered part of the mineral resouree under SMARA, The 
DPR inchides limited and conclusory stitements to the ¢ffeet that the proposed aerial 
guideway would be designed to “avoid” obstruction of certain access points. This analysis must 
he expanded to provide more detail of the structures. whieh would separate Vulean’s plant from 
the mining operttions — and how they will affect Vulcan's ability to operate and deliver nuw 
inaterials to. and processed materials from. its plant, Additionally, the environmental analysis 
must describe how BART would avoid any interference with Vulcan's underground conveyor 
system under Stanley Boulevard and EL Charro Road, 


Vulcan's processing plant is immediately adjacent to the UPRR mainiine track between Oakland 
and Stockton along Stanley Boulevard. An existing conveyor system over this maintine track 
was previously used fo load processed materiats onto railcars for distribution, Vulean needs to 
retain its right and ability to resume use of the UP rail access for the export of processed 
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nvalerinls, as Well as for the importation of certain types of aggregate Which are in limited supply 
40.5 from Vulean’s onsite quarry operations, The environmental analysis for the Project must discuss 
cont. Ihe how the proposed aerial guideway along EL Charro Road and Stanley Boulevard can be 
designed to avoid any interference with this proposed rail usage. 


‘Two of the allematives under consideration include a BART station at Stinley Boulevard and 
Isabel Avenue. Phe proposed station would require the use of certain quarry lind subject 
Vulean’s SMP-16 mining and reclamation permit, The DPEIR includes a discussion regarding 
the loss of mineral reserves that could result from the proposed station. However, the analysis is 

40.6 based on oudated state estimates for the surrounding “resource sector” as well as information 
from the Livermore General Plan. We question the accuracy and validity of these estimates. and 
would request that the environmental analysis include a more current estimate based on an 
examination of the specific land that would be required for the station. Additionally. the 
discussion of land use compatibility fails to address the inherent confict that woukd result from 
having a BART station Immediately adjacent to Vulcan's active mining aperations, and must be 
revised (0 (address this issue, 


Finally, we would hope that the discussion of potential property acquisitions currently included 

40.7 in Appendix € will be significantly expanded to include a more thorough and complete 
discussion of how BART intends te avoid interference wilh property tights and interests us it 
proceeds with the Project. 


hank you in advance for your consideration of this letter. Vulean reserves the right to submit 
further comments on the Projcet and the DPEIR during the public review and hearing process. 


Yours truly 


Siness Development and Land Resources Manger 
NorthenvCeninl California 


Carol Mahoney, Zone 7 

Nelson Fialho, City of Pleasanton 

Brian Dolan, City of Pleasanton 

Linda Barton. City of Livermore 

Cheri Sheets. City of Livermore 

Stuart Cook, Akimeda County Surplus Property Authority 
Don Kahler, Rhodes & Jamieson 

David L. Preiss. Esq. 


“ 
it 
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Letter 40 Vulcan Materials Company 


40.1 This comment reflects the commentor’s general opposition to Alternatives la, 1b, 2a, 3a, 
and 5 and is noted. The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the 
alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


40.2 Please refer to Responses 12.1, 12.8, and 12.11 of this document, regarding the Alameda 
County’s 1981 Specific Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Area Reclamation 
(LAV QA), current and future land ownership by Zone 7, and future coordination between 
BART and Zone 7 on extension development. 


At this program-level stage of environmental review, none of the alternatives routed 
through the Chain of Lakes are considered to necessitate an amendment to the LAVQAR 
Specific Plan. This is because the Specific Plan contains an inherently flexible, generalized 
sequence of staged quarry reclamation, and establishes that formal reclamation plans are 
the responsibility of mine operators. Policy 2 of LAVQAR states that “Maximum 
flexibility in reclamation planning is desirable, and that the Specific Plan “may be altered 
pursuant to State law.”“* Although the staging diagram in the LAVQAR Specific Plan 
shows that proposed water conduits and diversion structures would be in place beneath the 
proposed El Charro aerial structure by 2030, the pillared footprint of the aerial structure 
would not necessitate the relocation of that infrastructure. 


If one of the El Charro alternatives is selected as the preferred BART to Livermore 
extension alternative, potential conflicts with the individual reclamation plans submitted by 
mine operators under LAVQAR may be assessed as part of the project EIR. 


40.3 BART is aware of the 2007 Pre-Development and Cooperation Agreement, which specifies 
improvements to El Charro Road and continued access for Vulcan trucks to and from the 
quarries. The aerial structure for the BART tracks along El Charro Road would cross over 
Stoneridge Drive west of the El Charro/Stoneridge Drive/Jack London Boulevard 
intersection without affecting the basic design of the intersection, as shown in Figure 3-1 of 
this document. Please refer to Master Response 3 in this document, regarding the 
engineering feasibility and design of the BART extension alternatives near the intersection 
of El Charro Road, Jack London Boulevard, and Stoneridge Drive. The BART alignment 
would pass over Stoneridge Drive and also over El Charro Road south of the intersection 
without impacting the planned traffic carrying capacity of these roadways. 


40.4 The Draft Program EIR addresses the potential loss of access to mineral resources at a 
programmatic level beginning on page 3.7-46 (specifically, Impact GEO-5, Loss of a 
Mineral Resource or Mineral Resource Recovery Site). For Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3a, 
and 5, involving an aerial structure along the present alignment of the currently private E| 


“Alameda County Board of Supervisors, 1981. Specific Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Area 


Reclamation, page 6. 
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Charro Road, the engineering design and the analysis in the Draft Program EIR assumes 
that by the time a BART extension alternative is implemented, the mineral resources will 
have been removed and El Charro Road will have become a public street approximately 
along its present alignment. Under these conditions, no mineral resources along the 
present alignment of El Charro Road would be affected, because they would have already 
been extracted. If mineral resources remain along the present alignment of El Charro Road 
or in areas where the aerial structure diverged from the present alignment of El Charro 
Road, there could be mineral resources impacts. If the BART Board has selected an 
alternative that includes the present alignment of El Charro Road and adjacent areas as its 
preferred alternative, then further consultation with the quarry owners and the agencies 
involved in SMARA and the LAVQAR Specific Plan would be warranted to determine the 
feasibility of mitigating the impacts if mineral resources were still present at the time a 
project-level review is performed. 


Impact GEO-5, Loss of a Mineral Resource or Mineral Resource Recovery Site, beginning 
on page 3.7-46 of the Draft Program EIR is revised as follows to incorporate the 
information presented in the above paragraph: 


Figure 8-3 of the City of Livermore General Plan, Open Space and Conservation 
Element, indicates that Alternatives la, 1b, 2a, 3a, and5 would cross State- 
designated Mineral Resource Sectors in areas designated-classified as MRZ-2.” 
Alternatives la, 1b, 2a, 3a, and5 would approximately follow the present 
alignment of El Charro Road adjacentte through currently active quarry lands 
(Resource Sector A-1) and adjacent to reclaimed quarry pits in Alameda County, 
near Stanley Boulevard known as the Chain of Lakes area. To the extent that 


nearly all of the aerial alignment for these alternatives would be within the right-of- 


way of a public El Charro Road approximately following the present alignment of 
the privately owned El Charro Road and that the sand and gravel resources would 


have been completely excavated by the time the BART project was implemented, 
there would be no impact to mineral resources for that alignment. 


Approximately 1,200 lineal feet of the proposed aerial structure near the northern 


end of El Charro Road and approximately 1,200 lineal feet near the southern end 
would be off the present road alignment and would cover less than 2 acres each. If 


recoverable mineral resources remain in these two areas, there could be some loss 
of access to them that would need to be assessed in a project-level environmental 
review document. Although the actual loss of access to recoverable mineral 


resources would be relatively minor when compared to the remaining resources in 


the Livermore-A mador Valley, there could be a significant impact, based on the 
areas being in a designated Resource Sector. If the BART Board has selected one 


of the five alternatives that uses the El Charro Road alignment as its preferred 
alternative, then further consultation with the quarry owners and the agencies 


involved in SMARA_ and the LAVQAR Specific Plan would be warranted to 


* Figure 8-3, Mineral Resources Sectors Within Planning Area. Source: California Department Of 
Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology, 1996. 
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determine the feasibility of mitigating the impacts if mineral resources were still 
present at the time a project-level review is performed. 


The Chain of Lakes area’s sandy soil would necessitate the use of steel pipe piles, 
rather than pre-cast concrete piles, as vertical support for the proposed elevated 
tracks-guideway. Retaining walls probably would not to be needed because the 
horizontal separation between the proposed construction area and the quarries 
appear to be sufficient to allow grading of the necessary retaining slopes. The 
Isabel/Stanley Station associated with Alternatives 3a and 5 would occupy an 
approximately 33-acre site divided by Stanley Boulevard and bounded by quarry 
lands on the west (Resource Sectors A-1 and A-2) and on the south (Resource 
Sector A-2), potentially creating an impact if those resources have not been 
completely excavated by the time the BART project is implemented. None of the 
BART extension alternatives would involve extraction or disposal of mineral 
resources. 


Alternative 1 - Greenville East. Alternative 1 would not be within a State 
designated Mineral Resource Sector and would have no impact on the availability 
of such a resource. Also, this alternative would not run aterg through active 
mining operations, and would have no impact on access to these activities. 


Alternative 1a - Downtown-Greenville East Via UPRR. Alternative 1a would 
not involve extraction or disposal of mineral resources. Alternative 1a would 
approximately parallel fellow the present alignment of El Charro Road through the 
Chain of Lakes, primarily on the west side of the road, but crossing it at the north 
and south ends. area; however, the proposed tracks would not encroach into areas 
where _ minerals are actively being recovered. Quarry pits adjacent to most of the 
proposed alignment have been fully extracted. Truck access to remaining mineral 
extraction areas on either side of El Charro Road istimitedte consist of two or te 
three at-grade connections with El Charro Road. the BART aerial guideway ta 
29S See peri ssaisag shoawast cee gt El Csacre Pose Tas The 
proposed aerial structure guideway would be designed so that the support columns 
would avoid obstruction of any of these access points that remain at the time of the 
BART project implementation and, similarly, would avoid disturbance to the 
conveyor system that transports quarried materials under El Charro Road, as well 
as the one road undercrossing of El Charro Road for quarry trucks. The proposed 
aerial structure would be designed to be high enough to avoid interference with the 
railcar loading facilities between El Charro Road and Isabel A venue. 


Alternative 1a would run adjacent to the Vulcan aggregate plant site, recycle plant, 
and settling ponds. The proposed elevated tracks in this area would be designed to 
avoid Ast limiting access to the Vulcan facilities during operation, although there 
could be some temporary delays to quarry traffic during construction. The 
alignment would follow Stanley Boulevard south of the extended mining operation 
sitebwhich_commenced _in2008} However: however, this mining area is not 
adjacent to the proposed alignment and access to the pits would not be limited 
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during construction or operation. _Censequentty, there would be -neimpact related 


At this time, El Charro Road is not a public street; however,, but # by the time the 
BART extension would be constructed, it has been assumed in the design of the 


aerial guideway that the road has become a public right-of-way and its alignment 
would be consistent with the plans by affected local jurisdictions, LAVQAR 
Policy 15, and appropriate setbacks (probably 50 feet) would be established 


(LAVQAR Policy 14). LAVQAR Policy 21 provides a mechanism for the mining 
operator and the County to resolve issues arising from the establishment of a public 


right-of-way along El Charro Road with respect to changes in reclamation plans. 
Similar negotiations would be appropriate with respect to potential encroachment of 
the proposed alignment on remaining recoverable mineral resources. It is 


reasonable to assume that El Charro Road would not become a public street until 
all or most of the mineral resources along its present alignment had been extracted. 


In that case, there would be no impact related to loss of access to mineral resources 
along this portion of the proposed aerial BART structure. 


Alternative 1b - Downtown-Greenville East Via SPRR. Alternative 1b would 
involve extraction or heh of mineral resources. Atsotke-Atternative-ta, 


ea eek with a itemnative la a 5 section of ‘Alternative 1b would be an 
aerial structure approximately parallel to the present alignment of El Charro Road 
and would be implemented under the same conditions as described under 
Alternative 1a. Consequently, there would be no impact related to loss of access to 


mineral resources along this portion of the proposed aerial BART structure. 


Alternative 2 - Las Positas. Alternative 2 would not be within a State-designated 
Mineral Resource Sector and would have no impact on the availability of such a 
resource. Also, this alternative would not run ateag through active mining 
operations, and would have no impact on access to these activities. 


Alternative 2a - Downtown-Vasco. Alternative 2a would not involve extraction 
or disposal of mineral resources. Also,tike Alternatives la and 1b, A lternative 29 
would not encroach into areas where minerals are actively being recovered and 
cesar nk acca Re ec ai As—such, 


ese As with Alternatives la ‘and lb, a ee of Alternative 2a 
would be in an aerial structure approximately parallel to the present alignment of El 


Charro Road and would be implemented under the same conditions as described 
under Alternative la. Consequently, there would be no impact related to loss of 


access to mineral resources along this portion of the proposed aerial BART 
structure. 
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Alternative 3 - Portola. Alternative 23 would not be within a State-designated 
Mineral Resource Sector and would have no impact on the availability of such a 
resource. Also, this alternative would not run aterg through active mining 
operations, and would have no impact on access to mining operations. 


Alternative 3a - Railroad. Alternative 3a would not involve extraction or 
eee . lle resources. As nl eae ene 


Se ar ae TA as panne Pde cee wih with 


Alternatives 1a, 1b, and 2a, a section of Alternative 3a would be in an aerial 
structure approximately parallel to the present alignment of El Charro Road and 
would be implemented under the same conditions as described under Alternative 


la. Consequently, there would be no impact related to loss of access to mineral 
resources along this portion of the proposed aerial BART structure. 


The Isabel/Stanley Station associated with Alternative 3a would be constructed on 
an approximately 33-acre site divided by Stanley Boulevard and bounded by quarry 
lands on the west (Resource Sectors A-1 and A-2) and on the south (Resource 
Sector A-2). If mineral resources remained unmined on this site, Fhe construction 
of the Isabel/Stanley Station would eliminate access to underlying aggregate 
deposits in Resource Sector A-2. When these quarry lands were originally 
designated in 1983, all of Sector A was estimated to contain 383 million tons of 
sand and gravel resources.*® By the time the Livermore General Plan was updated 
in 2004, about 27 percent (104 million tons) of material had been removed.*’ The 
portion of the proposed Isabel/Stanley Station site south of Stanley Boulevard 
covers about 3 percent (8 million tons) of the remaining resources in Sector A. 
Because an estimated 271 million tons of resources remain in Sector A, plus an 
additional estimated 176 million tons of reserves in nearby Sectors B and C,*8 the 
loss of access to mineral resources at the proposed Isabel/Stanley Station site is 
considered significant. 


Alternative 4 - Isabel/I-580. Alternative would not be within a State-designated 
Mineral Resource Sector and would have no impact on the availability of such a 
resource. Also, this alternative would not run aterg through active mining 
operations, and would have no impact on access to these activities. 


Alternative 5 - Quarry. Alternative 5 would not involve extraction or disposal of 
mineral resources. Fhis-alternative would have elevated tracks in the vicinity of the 
Vulcan facilities and would thus not impede access to the Vulcan facilities during 
eperation_Like As with Alternatives la, 1b, 2a, and 3a, a section of Alternative 3a 
would be in an aerial structure approximately parallel to the present alignment of E| 


Charro Road and would be implemented under the same conditions as described 


“© California Geological Survey, Mineral Land Classification: Aggregate Materials in the San Francisco 
Monterey Bay Area, Part II: Classification of Aggregate Resource Areas, South San Francisco Bay 
Production Consumption Region, Special Report 146, Part Il, 1983, pp 25 - 30, plates 2.14 and 2.52. 

“’ City of Livermore, City of Livermore General Plan: 2003-2025, 2004, Figure 8-3. 

“8 CGS, 1983, op. cit. and City of Livermore, 2004, op. cit. 
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under Alternative 1a. Consequently, there would be no impact related to loss of 
access to mineral resources along this portion of the proposed aerial BART 
structure. As with Alternative 3a, Alternative 5 would include the Isabel/Stanley 
Station, which would result in a significant loss of access to mineral resources at 
the site of the station. 


MITIGATION MEASURE. A Significant impact to mineral resources would occur 
with Alternatives 3a and 5. The loss would be a direct effect of constructing the 
Isabel/Stanley Station, which would eliminate access to underlying aggregate 
deposits in Resource Sector A-2. It is possible that the portions of the station 
footprint south_of Stanley Boulevard could be excavated and reclaimed prior to 
implementation of these alternatives, in which case, there would be no loss of 
mineral resources. a BART -station-at this location As a result, this impact would 
be revisited at the time a project-level environmental document is undertaken, if 
any alternative involving the Isabel/Stanley Station is carried forward. For 
purposes of this Program EIR, the loss of access to mineral resources in Sector A 
is considered potentially significant and unavoidable. (PSU) 


40.5 See Response 40.4 for information about avoiding interference with rail usage at the 
Vulcan quarry. 


40.6 The analysis of the quantity of aggregate material remaining in local Resource Sectors on 
pages 3.7-47 and 3.7-48 of the Draft Program EIR is based on historical information 
available in the public record; no proprietary information was sought from quarry operators 
or used in the analysis. Although the information is, of necessity, generalized, a significant 
negative impact to access to mineral resources in Sector A was identified. Further 
refinement of this conclusion is not necessary for the purposes of the Program EIR. This 
impact would be revisited at the time a project-level environmental document is 
undertaken, if any alternative involving the loss of access to mineral resources is carried 
forward. 


40.7 Appendix C of the Draft Program EIR is a preliminary list of the potential acquisitions 
necessary for each of the nine alternatives discussed in the Draft Program EIR. Parcels 
have been identified by parcel number. A discussion of potential land acquisition is 
presented on pages 3.4-15 through 3.4-23 of the Draft Program EIR. Any property 
acquisitions by BART would be guided by the California Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Guidelines. Appendix C identifies all physical acquisitions of 
property identified at this time, and the comment does not specify what other interference 
with property rights or interests the commentor believes should be included. However, it 
should be noted that, while effects on the economic interests of mineral resource owners 
other than physical acquisition of their property may raise separate legal questions, such 
effects are not environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA. 
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Section 5 contains comments made to the court reporter and the transcripts of speakers at the three 
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0002 
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2 

3 =Don Dean 

4 David a 

5 Greg Goodfellow 
6 Roddrick Lee 

7 Carol Levine 

8 cullen Mccormick 
9 John McPartland 
10 James Oravesande 
11 = Bart Thomas 

i. Malcolm Quint 


14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
0003 
PROCEEDINGS 
---o00--- 
3 MR. MCPARTLAND: Well, since it's quiet as a 
4 church at the moment, and we don't have a band to start, 
5 I figure that we might as well go ahead and get started. 
6 Ladies and gentlemen, my name is John 
7 McPartiand, I'm your BART director. TI was elected last 
8 November, just a little bit over a year ago. 
9 the reason we're here today is for us to have 
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10 an open forum to give you an overview of the different 
11 = alignments that we have in the draft FIR, Environmental 
12. Impact Report. And then beyond that, what we're going 
13. to do is try to answer all] the questions that you have. 
14 + And our job really -- our mission here is to give you a 
15 good listening to, because we don't have any vested 

nterest in any of these different alignments, aside 
17. from doing the right thing to provide transportation to 
18 this community. 
19 All right. So having said that, we have kind 
20 of a tag team here: David Early, a consultant with BART 
21 for the last year and a half and has worked extensively 
22. on the EIR, and the planning staff that we also have, 
23 with Malcolm Quint and James Oravesande. 


24 we're going to end up going ahead and open this 
ming meeting right now. So if you don't have any questions 


1 for me at this moment, T will go ahead and turn it over 

2 to David. 

3 MR. EARLY: Thank you, Director McPartland. 

4 Tt's a pleasure to be here today, and T'm glad 

5 we've got such a good turnout for this meeting. 

6 As Director McPartland said, this is actually a 

7 formal hearing on the draft Environmental Impact Report 

8 that's been published on the possible extensions for -- 

9 the possible alignments of an extension of BART to 

10 ~Livermore. 

11 This is a time to give us formal comments that 

12 =you might have regarding the draft Environmental Impact 

13 Report. The draft EIR was published just a couple of 

14 weeks ago. There are copies of it here on the table at 

15 the back. If you would like to get a copy of it, you 

16 =can actually get a copy on @. Because it’s a very long 

17. document, and we don’t want to cut down all those trees 

18 down to print multiple copies. 

19 There is a sign-up sheet up here at the front 

20 ox which you can sign your name and get a copy. Now, 
there are actually two Sign-in sheets here, so T want to 

22 make sure everyone knows. At the very least, we hope 

23. =that everyone will have put their name down to let us 

24 know that you were here. That will get you on our 

25. mailing list. You will get notices about any future 


meetings, and we'll have a record of who was here. That 
2 is not the same as signing up to get the EIR. So if you 
3 would like to get the EIR, please be sure you've signed 
4 up twice, once as the sign-in and the second time on the 
5 sheet that says to send a copy of the EIR on CD. 

6 So aS Director McPartland said, we're really 

7 doing two things here today. We just had the open 

8 house, and people had the chance to wander around the 

9 room and look at the boards. we have answered all the 
10 questions we could about the possible alignments, about 
11 =what it might take to bring BART to Livermore. And we 
12. + will continue to be able to answer questions throughout 
13. «this ETR process over the next while. And even today 

14 after the close of the hearing, we will stay and answer 
15 any questions you have. 

16 But now, we are going to switch into a two-part 
17 ~—s part of the meeting that’s a little more formal. First, 
18 we will have a presentation by Malcolm Quint from BART 
19 staff, who will explain the alignments, and then we will 
20 take your formal comments. 
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Now, during the time that we take the formal 
comments, we can't actually answer very detailed 
questions. If there are very broad questions that 
really need to be answered in order to move the meeting 
along, we can try and do that. 


But really our goal for the hearing part of the 
meeting is to take comments that you have on the EIR so 
that we can address those in the next document that we 
write. So we're going to -- i* you ask a question and 
say, “I would like to know do you feel that you've 
adequately addressed traffic in this EIR,” our answer is 
going to be, “we'll look into that and we'll answer it 

n the final Err.” 

Tf you want to know, “well, what is the impact 
of this ivgere on a biological spec es in someplace,” 
again, we'll have to say, “we will look into that and we 
will answer that in the final ETR." 

So we apologize in advance, but we can't answer 
questions today of that sort. We will be answering all 
of rnoee questions in the next round of environmental 
review. 

Now, the way this process works, is that the 
draft &TR has been published. It's been subjected to a 
45-day public review period. That comment period is now 
open. It will close on December 21st, and all the 
comments that we receive before that time will then go 
into what's called the final ETR. And we will respond 
to all of those comments in writing in the final Err. 

So there are essentially two ways to make your 
comments: You can do them at these hearings. There's 


this hearing today. There will be a second hearing at 
the Robert Livermore Community Center on December 2nd in 
the evening. So if you'd like to come to that meeting, 
you can listen to other residents talk about their 
comments and give more comments. And then the second 
way you can submit comments is to do so in writing. You 
can send them in a letter. You can send them in in an 
e-mail. And the addresses by which to send comments are 
available in the EIR itsel*, and on the table here. 

So if you want to send comments in, you can. 
Those two ways to submit comments: in writing or at 
these two hearings. And then we will respond to all of 
those comments. So that's how the procedure works and 
where we're headed. , 

Does anybody have questions about that overall] 
aperonen or process? And then what I'm going to do is 
then turn it over to Malcolm to present the alternatives 
to you and explain more about what's in the EIR. 

Any questions at this point, please. 

PUBLIC MEMBER: Before you turn it over, is it 
possible, if he's not using the platform, to move it. T 
see that it -- 

MR. EARLY: You know, it is unfortunately 
plugged in, so I'm afraid not. There are a couple other 
Seats. Maybe he does know how to move it. He's City 


staff here. He's going to unplug it, and he will 
hopefully plug it back in, and he's taken care of It. 
PUBLIC MEMBER: Thank you. 
MR. EARLY: There you go. And we'll just wheel 
it back when we come to the comment Sofa Thank you 
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6 for asking. I'm glad we were able to do that. 

7 PUBLTC MEMBER: Maybe he should build the BART 
; station. 


MR. MCPARTLAND: We'll have it In by next 
10 =Thursday. 


11 PUBLTC MEMBER: The draft EIR comment period 
12. ends when? 

13 MR. EARLY: December 21st. 

14 Any other questions, procedural questions? 
15 yes, Linda. 

16 MS. SATLORS: How are you coordinating this 
17. swith what the City is doing? 

18 MR. EARLY: It's a | ie question. 

19 Are you going to talk at all about the city 
20 =meetings? 

21 MR. QUINT: Not too much. 

22 MR. EARLY: NO. Okay. 

23 well, let me say briefly a little bit about 


24 those. This meeting today and the EIR itself are 
25 being -- the meeting is being held and the document has 


1 been published by BarRT itself. It's a BART project to 
2 extend BART to Livermore. ° 

3 Obviously, the City of Livermore is very 

4 interested in what the outcome of that might be as well. 
5 and the City is particularly interested in the meaning 
6 of the BART extension for the potential for development 
7 cual ications around possible station locations. And as 
8 Malcolm will explain to you, the nine alternatives 

9 encompass a total of five station locations. 
10 So at these hearings we are taking comments on 
11 =the entire draft EIR, looking at the alignment 
12 alternatives and the alternatives as they result in 
13 Stations. 

14 The City of Livermore, at the same time, is 
15 having a series of 3 public meetings to talk about the 
16 implications of the BART extension in terms of what 

17. — might happen in those five potential station areas. The 
18 city held one of those workshops already last week, T 
19 believe. Right? 


20 MR. QUINT: Yeah, Thursday. 

21 MR. EARLY: And will be holding two more on 

22. dates, which T also haven't memorized. 

23 MR. QUINT: ig ie on the slide. 

24 MR. EARLY: We have a slide, we will give you 


25 those dates. 


MR. QUINT: We've got the dates on the slide. 

MR. EARLY: We'll have those dates. There are 
two more coming up, and they should be very instructive 
workshops for any of you who are interested to come to, 
to learn about what BART might mean in terms of its 
both positive and perhaps negative, impacts in specific 
areas in terms of station planning around the City. So 
that's the difference between those meetings. 

You should all know, you're here at the right 
place if you want to give comments on the FIR. we are 
11 = not prea eine comments on the ETR at those City 

meetings. ose are City meetings. They are not a 
formal og: of the EIR process. They are simply to 
allow the City, the City’s leaders, and you all as, 
presumably many of you are, residents of the city to 
understand the implications relative to the station 
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17. «areas, but they are not hearings on the EIR. 
18 Any other questions? 
19 Okay. Then, let me turn it over to Malcolm, 
20 Malcolm Quint, from BART, who’s going to introduce the 
21~—s project. 
22 MR. QUINT: Thanks, David, 
23 I want to start by thanking all of you for 
24 coming out today and coming to this menting. we really 
25 appreciate it, and thank you for your participation. 


| So we've issued a draft program, Environmental 
2 Impact Report, on Thursday, November Sth, The document 
3 is now available. As David said, we have @ copies 
4 available, we have hard copies in local libraries, and 
5 also it's on the web site. So we have a web site where 
6 it also is available, and that’s in the presentation. 
7 It's a critical step. We're doing extensive 
8 community outreach, but IT want to focus on -- this is a 
9 program document. It's not a project-level document. 
10 And what that means, is that in mary places this 
11 document 1s addressing issues at a higher level. what 
12. =the point of this is, is to really select a preferred 
13. alignment. This document does not allow us to 99 
14 «directly to construction. Much more design would have 
15 to be done to do that. We've done only some design, 
16 enough to understand the implications of the different 
17. alignments. But really the point ts to pick a preferred 
18 alignment alternative and then to go on and preserve 
v right-of-way. That's the stage of the project we're on 
now. 
21 So in terms of program objectives, these are 
22 ones TI think you can readily guess at. They include 
23 +=increasing the amount of transit ridership, also in 
24 congestion relief, particularly on Interstate 580. 
as? They’re also to provide more intermodal connections, 
1 especially with the Altamont Commuter Express, known as 
2 ACE, as well as with LAVTA, and the local bus system. 
3 In the future, perent ts) ty with a high-speed rail 
4 system, should it come over the Altamont -- which 
5 there's Serually a process ongoing now for that. 
6 As well, we're looking at the economic 
7 development opportunities in Livermore, and that's what 
8 David was just Prieta to around the station sites, 
3 and what are those possibilities. 
10 f In addition, we realize that there's other 
11 policies we have to conform to, including BART's own 
12 policy. we have a system expansion policy that looks at 
13. «the merits of every plosect on their own. 
14 The Metropolitan Transportation Commission, 
15 mTc, also has policies around land use that we have to 
16 be aware of, as well as there is greenhouse gas policies 
17. = now coming up through the Senate Bill 375. 
18 So I'm going to go now into the specific 
19 alignments. They are on these boards. Many of you have 
20 looked at them. They're grouped into di*ferent 
21 ~=categories, and there's three -- well, actually, there's 
22 a total of nine alternatives. Seven are two-station 
23. alternatives, and there's two that are one-station 
24 alternatives. 


a And the way we go through this jis, they go from 
1 the terminal station farthest east to west. So we have 
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three alternatives that end up at Greenville East. The 
“Fast” name is because we looked at different sites out 
at the Greenville area, and the one we're studying is 
east of the current property BART owns. 

Then there's two different alignments going to 
Vasco, which is really the Vasco A Station, in the 
vicinity of the current existing Vasco A station. And 
then there's two going that end -- have terminants in 
10 downtown Livermore. Again, this is around the downtown 
11 =A station, 
12 And then there's two one-station alternatives: 
13. One that ends at Tsabel/T-580 and one that ends at 
14 + Tsabel/Stanley. Now, these are really ones -- and 
15 especially the Tsabel/t-580, ones that could be really 
16 considered phasing options. we looked at these to 
17 ~—=s understand that i* you stop the project short and do the 
18 project in multiple phases, that there's implications on 
19 that, and we wanted to understand so those 
20 implications -- to help inform our decision. 
21 So I'm going to start with alternative one, 
22 which is Greenville East. That goes in the median of 
23. «1-580, with a station at Isabel/I-580. And then in the 
24 median, all the way ey Greenville, at the _ 
25. +very eastern end of the alignment, it goes aerial to 


Can auewnw 


1 leave the freeway and then go under it to a site at a 

2 station just south of T-580 for the station site. This 
3. red hatched area is a potential yard and shop site. 

4 Now, this site BaRT actually already owns. And as well, 
5 BART already owns property at the Tsabel/I-580 area. 

6 But just for the fact that we own the property, 
7 doesn't buy us the process. As a matter of fact, we 

8 also own property just to the west of the yard site, and 
9 that's not one of the stations being considered. Tf 

10 mean, it was considered, but it's not one of the ones 

11 ~=we're bringing forward to you now. But many more 

12. alignments than these nine were looked at, but we pared 
13 At to these nine. 

“4 The next way to get to Greenville Fast is 

15 through downtown. In this alternative, we leave the 

16 alignment just west of £1 Charro interchange, going in 
17s an aerial configuration, down into the corridor, through 
18 the chain of Lakes area, enter into the uP right-of-way. 
19 And then the first intermediate station is_ in downtown 
20 ~=Livermore, near the A station. And then along the UP, 
21 +=this is the route that ACE currently runs along, and to 
22 the same Greenville Fast site. 

23 And again, the tracks going beyond the station 
24 are our tail tracks. And in this case, it goes into our 
25 yard. Wwe need these tail tracks for storage of our 


1 trains. 

2 There's a slight variation on this. where we 

3 go in the same alignment, through the uP but just east 

4 of downtown, we -- instead of going all the way along 

5 the uP, we go along the SP, old Southern Pacific, 

6 alignment, again to the same Greenville East station and 
7 into the yard. 

8 The next set of alignments go to the Vasco 

9 area, the Vasco A station vicinity. The first one, the 
10 = first alternative, is again in the median of I-580, with 
11s an intermediate station at Isabel/T-580, along the 
12 freeway. But we leave the freeway agg the vicinity 
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13. of Las Positas -- and why it's called Las Positas -- in 
14 an aerial configuration. we 9 up and over the freeway, 
15 along Las Positas, with a median in a freeway alignment, 
16 again, down to the up corridor, and then end is Be Vasco 
17s station. Just to the east, again, in this shaded area, 
18 is a potential shop and yard site for BART. All the 
19 two-station alternatives have a shop and yard site. 
20 That's one thing the one-station alternatives don't 


21. ~—sohave. 
22 The next way of getting to Vasco is, apein 
23. +=leaving £1] Charro in an aerial alignment through the 


24 Chain of Lakes area onto uP corridor, with one station 
25 in downtown Livermore, in the vicinity of the A station, 


4 and. hen in the uP corridor out to Vasco, again with a 
yard. 

3 SO now we move on to the two alignments that 

4 have determinants in downtown Livermore. The Portola 

5 alsonsens is one where we're in the median of 1-580, 

6 ms n to the Isabel/I-580 station. But in this case, 

7 the station is actually trenched lower than the grade. 

8 Because just to the east of that station, we go ina 

9 quheny configuration down Portola and then onto 

10 =junction, again underground. It would be an underground 

11s station very next to the A station, and then come to 

12 surface, In this case, there's a yard and shop 

13 proposed, just to the east of that location in the 

14 vicinity downtown, again with tail tracks. 

15 The next alignment that ends in downtown, goes 

16 out at El Charro in an aerial configuration. In this 

17 —s case, we have a station at Isabel and Stanley. we have 

18 the Isabel/Stanley intersection, and there'd be a first 

19 station. And then continue on the uP corridor to a 

20 downtown station, again, with a yard suse beyond it. 
And now for the two one-station alternatives. 

22 Isabel/t-580 is in the median on 1-580, and simply stops 

23) «at Isabel/T-580. Now, again, this alternative is an 

24 «alternative, but was always thought of for phasing 

25. purposes. what if we can't go further in terms o 


budget or for other reasons? we need to do the peorect 

2 in two phases and know that there are impacts associated 

3 with stopping short and having for a period of time 

4 where the project is only open as far as Isabel/1-580, 

5 so we wanted to understand that. 

6 And the final alignment is rhvougs the quarry, 

7 again aerial structure, down to Tsabel/T-580. 

8 T need to go back, because there's something I 

9 neglected, and it's an important item IT do want to 

10 cover. And that is on three, on this alternative it 

11 goes down in an aerial alignment to Isabel Bawls 

12. What T failed to mention is that in this alternative it 

13 approaches the downtown in an aerial configuration. The 

14 other ones along the UP are at grade, and we looked at, 

15 in this case, an aerial alignment. Understanding there 

16 are visual and noise implications of doing that, we want 

17. =to understand that. So in this case, the alignment has 

18 changed from the other ones along the UP, so IT wanted to 

19 highlight that. we have a summary board over here. 

20 Here's all the alignments. 

21 Now, I wanted to get into -- you know, to not 

22 spend too much time, because really we're here today to 

23 hear your comments. Again, T don't yore to get into too 
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24 much detail by going every bullet, but we looked at some 
25. of the program objectives and also some of the policy 


objectives. The circles that are totally filled in mean 
2. =that that objective is satisfied. If it’s empty, it 

3 means that it's not satisfied. If it's shaded, it means 
4 it's partially satistied. And in some cases, we have 

5 “to be determined” because we don't know the answer yet. 
6 So on increasing BART ridership, there's very 

7 healthy ridership on these alternatives. Essentially, 

8 the two-station alternatives all have in the vicinity of 
9 30,000 new BART riders. And the one station have in the 
10 =vicinity of 20,000 new BART riderships. They vary by 

11 about 10,000 riders. 

12 Tn congestion reliet, we believe we do have 

13. significant improvements on the freeway, so we think our 
14 objectives there have been satisfied. 

15 On economic benefits, some of the stations 

16 satisfy them and some of them are only partiall 

17s satisfied. Essentially, let me say in terms of summary, 
18 that the downtown and the Vasco stations present the 

19 best opportunities for economic development. ft's not 
20 «to pay that economic development can't happen at 
21 + Tsabel/T-S80, Isabel/Stanley, and up at Greenville, but 
22 there are constraints. 

23 The two Isabel stations, Isabel/I-580 and 

24 Zpaba (stanley are within the airport protection area. 
25 There's certain limitations out at Greenville, such as 


the Urban Growth Boundary and other zoning that's in 
2 place. It's not to say that some of these -- in the 
3 case of the Airport Protection Plan, there's no plan to 
4 change that. But in some cases, some of these can be 
5 addressed. In some cases, they present more Se Bes 
6 For instance, if we're actually going to move the urban 
7 Growth Boundary to incorporate some of that area into 
8 the city, that needs to be accomplished by a vote of the 
9 people of Livermore. 
In terms of the ACE connection, that’s one 

11s thing that the Isabel/I-580 station alone does not 
12. «accomplish. Al] the other alternatives either have 
13 ill A station or they could be built, such as 
14 Greenville and Isabel/stanley. But at Tsabel/T-580, 
15 there's no plans to have an ACE connection at that 
16 location. It's just so far away from that alignment. 
17 The LAVTA connection, they all satisfy. 
18 Cost-effectiveness, we haven't estimated that yet. BART 
19 aysten policy, we think they all will satisfy them. on 

the MTC's TOO policy, the transit-oriented development 
21 ~=s policy, they have a certain minimum requirement about 
22 the density of housing, the amount of residential units 
23. ~within a half mile of the stations. And all these are 
24 not yet satisfied. Some of them, the ones with downtown 
25. and Vasco, are much closer, Some of the other ones, 


1 they present a challenge. But this is before we worked 

2 with the city to potentially increase some of the 

3 residential units in the vicinity of the station. And 

4 then in protecting the environment, we all believe they 

5 satisfy them, and also in reducing greenhouse gases. 

6 So again, here's a table, I've talked about 

7 some of these. The Benefits Table is kind of a summary 

8 of these. In terms of the ridership, Taig talked about 
Page 
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9 the -- IT know these are hard to read in the back of the 
10 room, and this is not a good PowerPoint slide, but it 
11 contains a lot of information. Essentially, I've talked 
12. about the ridership. 
13 In terms of vehicle miles traveled, there are 
14 ~some differences. The one with the Downtown-Vasco, 
15 alternative 2a, has the highest amount of VMT reduction, 
16 and they do vary. we also get into the numbers of 
17 segments improved along the Md jee the number of local 
18 intersections that improve, essentially, along the 
19 freeway. 
20 Kind of the high-level message to take is, east 
21 ~=of our furthest east Serbia that serves the BART 
22 station, we do induce more traffic from San Joaquin 
23 County to come to BART. So there actual ly is an 
24 increase in traffic. But west of that point where 
25. people leave the #reeway to get to a BART station, we 


show some Significant improvements along the freeway in 
2 terms of congestion relief. s8ut, you know, I always 

3. want to warn people, BART is not a magic bullet for 

4 solving traffic congestion problems on I-580. we can 

5 contribute, but we're not going to, like, magically 

6 relieve the congestion along T-S80. 

7 There are significant air quality benefits, and 
3 there are some differences, and also into greenhouse gas 


savings. 
10 Oops. Sorry about that. It's been too long on 
11 one slide. 
12 MR. GOODFELLOW: It's loading. 
13 PUBLIC MEMBER: while that's jostled could you 
14. ~=elaborate on what BART'S system expansion po icy is? 
15 MR. QUINT: Certainly. There's a number of 


16 «criteria that we look at on any project. Ridership is 
17. one of the main ones, to look at the number of new 

18 ~=riders that will be brought into the system. Another 

19 one is on land use development potential, 

20 = transit-orlented development potential. Wwe look at cost 
21 effectiveness. You know, we look at what are the 

22 impacts to BART itsel*, to the BART system, do we have 
23 capacity to handle the extension, and also, you know, 

24 ability to fund the project and the prospects to make 

25s sure we can go to construction. 


yes. 

2 _. ,PUBLIC MEMBER: You stated that alternatives -- 
3 I think it's five and six or four and six -- are just 

4 phased. 

5 MR. QUINT: Potentially. 

6 PUBLIC MEMBER: Potentially, which kind of 

7 means that even if those would be done now, eventually 

: a will push east as far as the other phases are 

noted. 

10 MR. QUINT: Right. That's correct. But it’s 
11 =not to my -- you know, they are phased, but they could 
12. also be the end point, but we have to acknowledge the 

13. Limitation of some of these end points. 

14 One of the main goals is an intermodal 

15 connection between rail systems, BART and ACE. And the 
16 Tsabel/T-580 is the only one of all of the alternatives 
17 —swhere we don't see a prospect of achieving that goal, so 
18 we have to recognize those possibilities. we say 
19 they're phased. 
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20 But one of the big points of the process that 
21 =sowe're worerng on right now is to identify the preferred 
22. alignment and preserve right-of-way for that. And if we 
23 ust pick one station alignment, but we think in the 
24 uture we want to go further, we need to know that to 
25 += preserve right-of-way. We don’t want to lose that 


1 = prospect. 
And T’ve really gone -- well, T’ve talked about 

3. this at a high level, but this is a chart that shows you 
4 the benefits to I-580, the red segments up here, where 

5 it shows what T was talking about, where we actual ly 

6 track more traffic and acount ty have a significant 

7 ‘impact. where usually it’s a failing level of service 

8 already. 

9 Now, again, these are 2035 conditions. I'm 

10 ~=looking well out into the future and what impact on the 
11 freeway. But as we go west, we show it. Green 

12 indicates a significant improvement on the freeway. The 
13 orange lines indicate an improvement, but the 

14s Improvement is not significant. 

15 And then, here's the cost table. Now, again, T 
16 know these are hard to see. You can't really see it. 

17. ‘I’m going to just quickly summarize them. 

18 In terms of the totals, the two-station 

19 alternatives, the total for them, are anywhere from 2.9, 
20 almost 3 billion for the Greenville east alternative, up 
21 to 3.8 for the alternative that goes to Downtown and 

22 +vasco. But they all range in that vicinity, the two 

23 one-station alternatives to Tsabel/T-580 is about almost 
24 1.2 billion. And the merry. is about 1.6 billion. 
25 So these are very high numbers. The yard shop 


1 is very expensive. They include right-of-way. One of 
2 the things in this project cost is we also include the 
3 cost of widening the freeway and creating a median in 

4 the freeway. Older estimates did not include that, but 
5 we have included that here. So we'd actually have to 

6 create a new median after the completion of both 

7 eastbound and westbound HOV lanes, so the costs include 
8 the cost of widening the freeway and also the 

9 right-of-way. And in some cases, you know, 

10s right-of-way, we acknowledge and understand we would be 
11 = buying poperetee that are already occupied and that 

12. there are businesses in there. So in Some cases the 

13. right-of-way is quite expensive. 


14 Do you have a question? 

15 PUBLIC MEMBER: Yes. Where would the funding 
16 originate? 

17 MR. QUINT: Well, funny you should ask that. 


18 That's the next slide. we're looking at funding 

19 sources, At this time, we don’t have what we would call 
20 as a funding plan, where we'd put numbers to this. But 
21 ~=here’s some of the sources we're looking at. Some of 
22 these are program sources. What that means is that 

23 + money has already been allocated to this project. we 
24 ~=have about 120 million identified, already programmed, 
25. for this project. Most of that money, the majority of 


1 that, is for eI ghe Ror wey preservation. 
2 And one of the issues with this project is the 
3 Alameda County Congestion Management Agency was 

or- 


thinking, “we need to preserve right-of-way on T-580." 
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5 A very good objective. The question is, how far east 

6 should that right-of-way preserve? Should it be 

7 preserved to Greenville? Do we need to preserve all of 
8 that right-of-way, or are we going to have it on 

9 alignment that leaves the freeway west of that location? 
10 So we don't want to expend public funds in a wasteful 

11 manner. Wwe want to gain consensus, and that’s the 

12. objective now, is to pick a preferred route and see, you 
13 know, where can we preserve right-of-way. 

14 Measure B is the local Alameda County sales 

15 tax. Measure B 2000 actually has some money. It is 

16 actually paying for this study that we're doing now. 

17. ‘They're talking about, potentially, a third round of 

18 Measure B in a few years, where they may bring it to a 
19 vote of the people. And this could be one of the 

20 projects on that list. 
21 The next three, AB 1171, Regional Measure 1, 
22 and Future Bridge Tolls, those all relate to bridge tol] 
23 oval. 'f and we do have some money from that now. And 
24 we're looking at, potentially in the future, a future 
25 bridge toll as a potential source. The high occupancy 


0026 
1 toll Janes that are being planned for T-580 could be a 
potential source of revenue, including for this project. 
3 city of Livermore Traffic Impact Fees have some 
4 funds into it now and could in the future. San Joaquin 
5 County Measure K has now in it money for an inte al 
6 connection between ACE and BART for building a station. 
7 The State Transportation Improvement Plan, there's state 
8 sources of Pee as well as a ai eee rail plan. 
9 The high-speed rail plan could potentially provide some 
10 money, in terms of creating an intermodal connection 
11 between high-speed rail and BART, as well as Federal 
12. grant monies, “High priority Project" Funds from the 
13. ~Federal, and then Public-Private Partnerships. 
14 So we're working on expanding this list and 
15 thinking about the numbers and the probabilities and the 
16 «time frame, all critical elements to funding the 
17 roject. So in terms of next steps, the next step would 
18 e for this is, we're looking to -- it would be a 
19 project-specific document. So right now, as I've been 
20 = saying, we're looking at choosing a preferred alignment. 
21 when we'd build a project-level document, we'd 
22 also look at other modes. we know that our sentiment, 
23 what we've heard, is people want BART. But we'd also, 
24 as the process dictates, look at other modes. But we're 
i. looking at just BART for now. It's conservative to look 


1 at what we think is the most amount of right-of-way we 
2 would need, so we're looking at BART now. We would also 
3 go into more detail on much of the mitigation. 
4 Mitigation is if we have an impact that's deemed 
5 significant, how can we relieve that impact and what is 
6 that specifically. And then, we'll continue to work on 
7 the funding, the funding plan, but all along, you know, 
8 after this process is done, we'll be working on the 
9 right-of-way preservation. 
10 And then it's just the upcoming meetings. As 
11 we said, thank you for coming today. In two Wednesdays, 
12 on the and at 6:00 p.m., we'll be at the Robert 
13 Livermore Community Center. And then we just wanted to 
14 ~‘Vist in this slide the other meetings that Livermore is 
15 hosting. So last Thursday they had eas one. In 
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16 December, December 10th, 6:30 to 9:30, these are all at 
17. =«~the Shrine Event Center in Livermore. And then on 
18 January 21st. They're all 6:30 to 9:30. 
19 And then also, this has that untt] 
20 December 21st we're accepting your comments, and you can 
21 mail them to me, and my address is there and they're on 
22. other information we have on the table. As well, we 
23 have a Web site at info@barttolivermore.org, or you can 
24 = =just e-mail me directly at info@barttolivermore.org. If 
25. + =you just go to the BART site at “About BART," there's 


1 projects. And one of the projects is the Livermore 
2 extension, and through that you can get to the BART to 
3 Livermore web site. 
4 So with that, that’s the conclusion of my 
5 presentation, and t’ll turn it back over to David. 
6 MR. EARLY: Thank you. Thank you very much, 
7 Malcolm, 

8 we're going to bring the podium back over here 
9 and maybe set it up on the side here. TI think Bob is 

10 going to help with that, so that people have a 

11 = microphone from which to speak. And then, maybe you can 
12 «set it up here. r 

13 And so while we're gecting that set up, let me 
14 = =just run through some logistics once again. Some of the 
15 things I already said, but I want to make sure you are 
16 aware that we have a court reporter here, and she will 
17 ~=sibe taking verbatim notes of everything we say, so that 
18 your comments will be entered into the record. And then 
19 those verbatim notes will then appear in the final EIR, 
20 = so that you can make sure that your comments are 

21 =accurately reflected. 

22 Because we have the court reporter, we do want 
23 to ask you to clearly state your name and the city in 

24 which you live, for the record. If your name is a 

25. complicated one, i* you could spell it for our reporter, 


we would appreciate that as well. 
2 __,.we did note on the ae that we want to try 
3. and limit comments to three minutes per speaker. There 
4 area lot of people here today. Wwe want to try and go 

5 home not much later than -- 

6 (Noise interruption.) 

7 MR. EARLY: Maybe we shouldn't use that plug. 

8 MR. QUINT: T think it’s just the interference 
59 between the two. 

10 MR. DEAN: It's the feedback. 

11 MR. EARLY: You all just want to use this mic 
12. «that T'm using? That way you can all see the people who 
13. are talking. That's a nice thing. 

14 So we'll use this mic. Okay. Thank you, Bob. 
15 Okay. So what was T saying? We're asking you 
16 to limit your comments to three minutes per speaker 

17 +because there are a lot of us here ORY 

18 If you're not comfortable speaking or if you 

19 realize there's something you wanted to say that you 

20 forgot, there are comment cards here. You can fill out 
21 a comment card and leave written comments here. And as 
22. Malcolm and T have both mentioned, you can also submit 
23 comments via e-mail or in writing after this meeting. 

24 And I do want to mention also that all of you 
25 of course are welcome to comment. However, there is no 
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need for a comment to be in the record more than once. 
Every comment in the record will be responded to within 
the ETR. It will not get an extra response by virtue of 
having been made three or five or 10 times. Once it's 
made once, it will get a response. And so if you hear a 
comment and you have the same comment, it's up to you as 
to whether you want to repeat it or not, but there's 
really no benefit to the record to having that comment 
repeated. 
10 So again, I guess, IT want to ask, are there any 
11 questions about the procedure or anything? And 
12. »=«atherwise, we will start taking the comments. 


CSanqanuwswne 


13 Don? 

14 MR. DEAN: Are the boards on the easels 
15 available online? 

16 MR. EARLY: TI don't know that they are 


17 ~—s available rigyt now, but all of that information is 

18 available online. There is a PowerPoint show that‘s 

19 even more detailed than the one that Malcolm showed. It 
20 ~=has all of Malcolm's slides, plus a few. That is 

21 available online, and that has almost every one of these 
22 images on it. So the boards, verbatim, are not online, 
23 «but pretty much everything that's on those boards is 

24 available in that PowerPoint show. 

25 Any other questions? 


1 Okay. And then what we'll just do is kind 

2 of -- if a few people at a time would line up over here, 
3 that way we can go very efficiently in terms of speakers 
4 and we won't have to be calling on peels. 

5 So there are a couple of peop e who would like 
G6 to speak. Do you want to be first 

7 MR. MARTIN: Oh, sure. 

8 MR. EARLY: Come on up, and a couple more 

people can line up here, and we'll just go as we come 

10 sup, please. 


11 Do you want to use this? 

12 MR. MARTIN: So is my question just -- 

13 MR. EARLY: You've qt three minutes, but 

14 you're welcome to speak for less. 

15 MR. MCPARTLAND: Well said. 

16 MR. MARTIN: Hello. My name is Robert Martin. 

17. s«-r"1) from Dublin, California. S1.1 
18 I was wondering, what is your general time : 
19 frame for all this? T mean, when will it be complete, 

20 «if so? : : 

21 MR. FARLY: We've said we're not going to be 


22 able to answer anny questions. That one may be general 
23 enough that we could give a ballpark answer. 

24 Director McPartland, do you want to -- 

2 MR. MCPARTLAND: T've heard an ugly term of 25 


years. I'd like to see it done in about half that time. 
I have committed myself to making this happen for the 
citizens of Livermore, and T hope you don't have to dig 
up my bones to do it. 

MR. DEAN: So ten to 25 years might be a 
ballpark estimate. 

Okay. Anything else? 

. MARTIN: Yes. And how many properties do S| 

you guys own in Livermore, the BART? 

MR. EARLY: BART right now owns three key 
sites. They're not individual Pareeles aes there's some 
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12 land at the Isabel/I-580 area, and there are two parcels 
13. ~=near each other in the Greenville area. 


4 MR. MARTIN: Now, that Tsabel/T-580 area, you 

15 guys could build, probably, like a parking structure and | SI.3 
16 ave a site on the freeway and stuff? 

17 MR. DEAN: All five station alternatives 

18 include parking structures. 

19 MR. MARTIN: Okay. That's it. That's cool. 

20 Thank you. 

21 MR. EARLY: Next. 

22 MR. BERGER: Hi. My name is Larry Berger. T 
23.~=silive at 227 Trevarno Road ich is on your Portola and 


24 Railroad maps, the historic district that you're 
25 = referring to. 


1 So your yard, your proposed yard, under those 

2 two alignments would eae around two sides of the 

3 historic district. So obviously, the homeowners and 

4 hopefully the i that put the historic district 

5 eet on us would have some real concerns there. we 

6 would like to know in much more detail what a yard and 

7 shop would consist of, what those functions would be 

8 there, whether you would be providing additional road 

9 access. Right now that open area behind Trevarno is 

10 = only accessed through Trevarno, which is a private 

ll = street. 

12 So we have several concerns. You know, do you 

13. +currently have a shop, a yard storage area, in BART 

14 that’s under use? 

15 MR. MCPARTLAND: To answer that, yes, we have 

16 several, But we have them on the different lines. 

17. We've got one on the A line in Hayward. We've got one 

18 in maty City. We've got one in Concord. we've got one 
a 


19 tn Oakland, and we've got one in Richmond. we do not 
20 have any on this line, which is called the L Line. §2.1 
21 MR. BERGER: So i* we visited one of those 


22. areas, that would represent what's being proposed for 
23. «that area? 


24 MR. MCPARTLAND: T'm sorry. T don't understand 
25 the question. 
0034 

1 MR. BERGER: If we would visit one of your 


2 other yards, would we get a good idea of what a yard 

3 shop would be like if -- you know, that's being proposed 
4 ‘for the Portola and Railroad? 

5 MR. MCPARTLAND: Yes. 

6 MR. BERGER: Okay. Well, you know, IT don't 

7 want to presume at this point that we have any agenda 

8 either on Trevarno Road, but there are a lot of 

9 unanswered questions here that I would think it would 

10 require some meetings with the homeowners association in 
11s reference to those particular alignments. 


12 And the name was B-E-R=-G-E-R. Thank you. 

13 MR, EARLY: Thank you very much, 

14 Next. 

15 MS. LILLTE: Hi. My name is Christine Lillie. 

16 I'm an environmental planner with Caltrans, but I'm also 

17 a Livermore resident. And T have some concerns about $3.1 


18 the alternatives that go through the downtown area, with 
19 the aerial lifts, the increased potential noise levels, 
20 and the visual impacts. 


21 T feel that not only are we servicing our 
22 community with this addition, we're servicing the 
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23 +=communities east of Livermore, and yet they would not be 
24 impacted in their communities with the visual or the §3.1 
25 _ noise levels. So those are my concerns. 
0035 cont. 
1 MR. EARLY: Thank you very much, 
2 Next. You all can come up closer as you're 
3 waiting, too. 
4 MS. HAMILTON: Hi. My name is Bonnie Hamilton. 
5 I live in Livermore. T wrote a little note here, 
6 because I'm kind of nervous. I just want to say that 
7 I'm very concerned about the environmental impact of a 
8 very precious specie in Livermore, mysel?. 
9 BART wants to put its train directly behind my $4.1 
10 ~=house on the railroad tracks, and just the possibility 
11 of this happening has already had a negative impact on 
12. =mysel# and my family, bei concerned about the train 
13. going by our house every 20 minutes. TI think that BART 
14 ~will find out that the people of Livermore want BART to 
15 stay up on the freeway where it belongs. 
16 jence clapping.) 
17 MS. HAMTLTON: Thank you. 
18 MR. EARLY: Okay. Thank you very much. 
19 And I do need to ask that we refrain from 
20 applause, boos, anything else. We really are here to 
21 garter your comments, and we appreciate them very much, 
22 ut it's not a political rally. 
23 Sir, please. 
24 MR. OFHRLE: Well, in that case, hi. T'm Gary 
25  Oehrle, O-F-H-R-L-F, from here in Livermore. 
0036 
1 why are there no routes north of T-580? You $5.1 
2 don't have to answer that, but I noticed none of them go 
3. «north of 1-580. Following the other lady's comments, I 
4 sure like the alternative two, is that it keeps it on 55.2 
5 the freeway. And I got to believe the residents to the et 
6 west of Laughlin Road do not want to live next to a 
7 maintenance and terminal shop out there. 
8 I'm out there on that property from time to 
9 time with East Bay Radio Controllers, and T already know | $5.3 
10 =the noise levels that -- the minor noise levels that we 
11 create, they're on our case al] the time. So TI can't 
12. ~believe that they would want that there. Also, to avoid 55.4 
13. «the Chain of Lakes and to avoid downtown Livermore, just : 
14 due to the impacts. 
15 And I'd like to say that alternative two seems 55.5 
16 a lot more appealing to me than any of them that are out 4 
17. ~there. Thank you, 
18 MR. EARLY: Thank you. 
19 Sir. 
20 MR. FRANKLIN: My name is Kent Franklin. I'ma 
21 ~=citizen of Livermore. 
22 T'd like BART to think about a couple of 
23. +things, the aerial overview or tracks poing enough 
24 downtown Livermore. I'd really like them to think hard 
a about what the Embarcadero freeway used to look like. If 
1 = think a lot of you may remember what that looked like 56.1 
2 there. The Loma Prieta, when it came down, T think it 
3 was a huge boon to the downtown San Francisco. 
4 T think Livermore would be taking a step 
5 backwards if we did something like that in our downtown. 
6 I would like to see BART come into Livermore. T would 
7 ~~ like to see it run, though, parallel to the freeway. 
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8 As far as the maintenance station goes, I'm not 
9 convinced that's necessary for the t Line. T may be 
10 =wrong on that terminology, but the maintenance line 
11 coming out here to Livermore. TI think what we may want $6.2 
12. to look at is, is there any expansion capabilities in 
13 =the Hayward BART line, the one that goes from Fremont up 
14 to, T guess they cal] it, the Bay Fair junction. 
15 If there's expansion possibilities there, it 
16 might be less expensive. You already own the land 
17. there. But at the same time, I'm not looking to push 
18 that issue off to the citizens of south Fremont area. 
19 So in summary, T'd really like the BART folks 
20 that are making these decisions to look hard at any type 
21 = of aerial travel for BART trains, especially the 
22 downtown Livermore. we've invested a tremendous amount 
23 of money to get downtown Livermore looking the way it 
24 does. And I would also like the maintenance area to be 
25 looked at as a possibility of expansion in other areas. 


Thank you. 

2 MR. EARLY: Thank you very much. 
3 Sir, please. 

4 MR. ALLEN: Yes. I'm Bob Allen, former BART 

5 director. I've represented this valley for 14 years on 
6 the BART board, and I'm reluctant to try and put 

7 ~=everything in three minutes of time. 1'11 do what I 

8 can, but there’s a lot. Tf could give you about ten 

9 minutes and do a much better job. 

10 T certainty favor the alternative four, which 
11 =is a one-station alternative. And I've listed the 

12. ~=reasons, which are on_a sheet I've passed around. It's 
13. =~by far the least costly alternative. It's less than 

14 sihalf of any of the two-station alternatives. It takes 
18. very little earth or structural work. There would not 
16 be a great wall effect. Whenever BART goes on a 

17s separate alignment outside of a freeway median or along 
18 a railroad, 7 have to build a separate corridor for 
19 it, or else its own very expensive aerial structure or $7.1 
20 even costlier, subway, But the great wall effect would 
21 be a real burden on the community. 

22 Alternative four ts indirection for everybody 
23 +%in Livermore. It's easily accessible. we'll be able to 
24 get it accessible from the freeway and from Isabel. 

25. + It's easily accessible for most of Livermore and from 


1 the travel corridors. The Isabel station would be 

2 directly -- it would be right by a freeway interchange, 
3 and it would be very easy to get to it. 

4 Tt would relieve Interstate 580 congestion west 
5 of Isabel, and there would be lower fares, for the 

6 reasons I've shown, shorter travel time. rt could 

7 easily be extended to Greenville, and T proposed a 

8 modified alternative one. It's a proposal which I've 

9 made a long time ago, that BART should stay in the 

10 middle of the freeway, in the median, until east of 

11 Greenville Road. $7.2 
12 and then duck in a short tunnel, underneath 

13 those high-elevated westbound I-580 lanes, and go u 

14 ~into the former Southern Pacific ri Ht ot ways at which 
15 time, if ace is still there, it could be an intermodal 
16 station, very easily accessible to people coming off of 
17. ‘the freeway, if it were designed right. 


18 IT certainly support the least costly extension. 
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19 BART should -- 
20 Oh, boy. My time is up. f'd like to tell you 
21 some of the history of it, because it’s a real 
22 interesting story, though, about how these choices got 


23s made. 

24 MR. EARLY: Mr. Allen, thank you very much for 
ae your comments, and thank you for being respectful of the 
1 time. S 

2 I'm sure if people wanted to stay after the 

7 meecing and hear the history, Bob would be happy to 

share. 

5 who is our next commenter? 

6 MS. SATLORS: T will. 

7 MR. EARLY: Please, Linda, come on up 

8 And, sir, you can just wait right by the side. 
9 And any others who want to come UP, please do. 


10 MS. SATLORS: Okay. I'm Linda Jeffery Sailors, 
11 and I'm a resident of Livermore, 

12 This is at least the fifth study of BART to 

13. ~Livermore that T've been active with. And one of the 
14 ~=studies, which was just recently, looked at the 

15 Greenville site as eing an intermodal site that would 
16 =serve as ten different transit properties from San 

17. Joaquin, Alameda, and Contra Costa counties. 

18 Do you take any of those past studies into 

19 consideration or do you redo all the work again? [t's 
20 just a curiosity. rf don't know. 

21 Anyway, it seems to me that Greenville is 

22. = important just for that reason, and that we should be 
23 = looking at the intermodal aspects of this as highly as 
24 we do the other things. 


25 Anyway, one of my questions that I would like [2 


in the record is regarding the eminent domain issues. 
2 will you be taking homes as well as businesses? That, T 
3. ~=s think needs +2 be answered. 
4 And in the downtown area, there are two 
5 at-grade areas. Is this going to be completely §8.3 
6 the gated by either a tunnel or aerial, if downtown is 
7 ~~ ~=cho sen, which fT hope it’s not? 
8 And the last thing that IT would like put into 
9 He record has to do with noise pollution. Probably the 
0 a complaints of any BART station has been the 
And tT would like to make sure that aie it’s 
12 an the waa aimee -- hopefully not -- or on the 
13 freeway, that we make sure that the noise mitigation is 
14 done. Because T know the Dublin station, one of our 
15 local audiologists did a study up there and found that 
16 it was dangerously loud. 
17 So those are my comments. 
18 MR. EARLY: Next speaker, please. 
19 Are you okay waiting, sir? You got up, T know, 
20 =first. 
21 MR. STRIBLING: Go ahead. 
22 MR. WILLTAMS: David Williams, Livermore. 
23 You have a meeting on December 2nd at the 
24 Community Center on East Avenue. T have a suggestion 
25 that will get a lot of people to that meeting. I've 


6B 


ridden BART, and there's an elevated section over there 
2 in San Leandro and Oakland. Take some recording 

3 instruments and record what you hear, then come to 
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4 Livermore, put up some speakers, and play it for a week. §9.1 
5S You'll have a wonderful crowd at your meeting, and T cont 
6 think you'd get rid of five of your suggestions in the : 
7 room, which are stupid. Thank you. 
: Hf FARLY: Thank you. 
Sir. 
10 MR. STRIBLING: gd arrioling. Livermore. 
11 IT really respect Mr. Allen for his comments, 
12 and Tf read everything he writes. Thank you, Mr. Allen. 
13 Okay. So what T disagree with a little bit 
14 ~ with his opinions -- IT just don't disagree with them. TI 
15 just have another opinion. 
16 T think that the line should be laid from 
17. Dublin to Greenville T-580, a single station built. And 
18 when there's time and money available, you build a 
19 second station. But the reason that T like that $10.1 
20 =terminus at Greenville is that it brings in people from 
21 the Brentwood area, from the Mountain House area, from 
22. =the Tracy area, and from here in Livermore. 
23 And so that's my observation. Thank you. 
24 MR. EARLY: Thank you, sir. 
25 Next commenter, please. 
0043 van 
1 MS. BURKETT: My name is Michelle Burkett, and 
2 Tam from Livermore. T actually live next to a sound 
3. wall where the Union Pacific Railroad is now. when T 
4 urchased the house two years -- you know, we've been 
5 urt a little bit by the economy and the housing values, 
6 but putting BART rigne there not only will increase our 
7 noise, but it will decrease the values of our homes and SiL.1 
8 our great little neighborhood that we're living in. 
9 A couple of things that I'd like to have more 
10 = information on is what kind of studies are done for the 
11s property values that are around the tracks that 
12. are going downtown. We actually own two houses right up 
13. against both tracks, the new one and our old one that we 
14 rent out. So we're going to have a great impact on both 
15 of those. 
16 T'm also concerned about if they're down on the 
7 proud the pedestrian danger, because look at what's ‘ 
18 appening with Caltrans out on the peninsula and the SIL.2 
19 amount of teenagers and people that are being hit on 
20 crosswalks, and what kind of impact that's going to have 
21 if we go downtown. 
22 T* we go aerial, what kind of privacy issues do 
23 we have for the people that live around the aerial S113 
24 +=tracks. TIT grew up in San Leandro, and I'm well aware of : 
ae what it is to have a BART train above you. It's just 
1 something else to be concerned with. 
2 The other thing I'd like to know is what kind 
3. of crime rates, or how does it affect rates, you know, Ss 
4 because we're Betaging in elements from the East Bay I1.4 
5 that -- we are kind of in a bubble out here in 
6 Livermore, and we want to know how was Pleasanton 
H 2 Beri and Dublin affected when BART came to those 
cities. 
9 So those are a couple of things that people in 
10 ~=my neighborhood would be very interested to know before 
11 you decide to come through downtown. Thanks. 
12 MR. EARLY: Thank you. Next speaker. 
13 MR. HOEING: My name is Clarence Hoeing, 
14 H-O-E-T-N-G, and T live in Livermore. 
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IT feel that the final EIR, BART, must have at 
least two, possibly three, independent cost estimates of 
all the alternative routes under consideration. These 
estimates should come from separate, qualified, and 
reputable engineering firms. Only with multiple 
independent estimates will we have true comparisons that 
can be considered critical by important funding sources. 

The second point I want to make is also in 
regard to the previous speaker, and that is the matter 
of crime inducement. I've already heard from a friend, 
a long-time resident in Livermore, concerned about 


crime, especially if the downtown Livermore station is 
the end of the line station. And so Tf think that BART 
should address this, before and after in Dublin, before 
and after Pittsburg Bay Point, sy other rapid transit 
stations that are embedded into the community. TI think 
we can do some work there. I think we need to elaborate 
on that point. 

Finally, in regard to the slide on funding 
opportunities, “programmed” should be better defined. 
and if in fact that means that definite dollar amounts 
have been committed, and we've heard something about 
that tonight, verbally, at least, then those amounts 
should be listed parenthetically with those checked 
sources, 

And in regard to the future listings on that 
slide, they should be amplified to give approximate 
funding amounts that might be available, and all future 
sources should be checked to be certain that they are 
not already fully committed to other programs. 

Thank you. 

MR. EARLY: Thank you very much, Mr. Hoeing. 

Please come up. 

MS. MILLER: Hello. I'm Stacey Miller, and © 
live here in Livermore. 

My concern, being a teenager here and for 


future teenagers of Livermore in the downtown area, 
right now it’s a safe place for me to go and hang out 
with my friends, and Tt feel like I'm not going to get 
approached by pacers who T don't want to get approached 
- I feel like it’s safe. I don't have to worry about 
what I'm going to wear or what I'm going to bring, where 
I'm going to park my car, like if T need an alarm system 
in my car or not. T go to Livermore High School, ich 
is by downtown -- sorry. I‘m shaking. I'm nervous. 

we already have problems of people not *rom our 
area coming to our high school. Livermore High is right 
next to downtown. Wwe have people from other areas in 
front of our school, and we have cops at our school and 
stuff. I feel that if BART is placed in downtown it 
will add to that, and more cope are going to have to 
come, more barriers, more problems. 

Sorry. T get emotional about this, because T 
consider Livermore as a place where I'd come back and 
raise my kids, if T have to. £ don't want them to have 
to -- worry about them being in a dangerous 
neighborhood, dangerous downtown, because of crime rates 
that may or may not come due to BART. 

Also, if BART does come, are they going to hire 
more cops and hire more protection in the area? Just 
because, T know that that outside co ad people have 
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0047 
1 said, will be coming to our downtown and coming to $13.1 
2 Livermore, which T really hope that doesn't happen for cont, 
3 our future, 
4 Here you go. 
5 MR. EARLY: Thank you. Thank you for your 
6 comments. we really appreciate people being able to get 
7 up and speak. T know it's not easy to speak in front of 
8 a large group. 
9 Other paunis who want to talk, — 
10 (Mr. Shay distributes document. 
11 MR. MCPARTLAND: Thanks. 
12 MR. SHAY: There are several copies. 
13 MR. EARLY: Thanks. 
14 MR. SHAY: Henry Shay, Livermore. 
15 I'm in favor of alternative one. That's the 


16 one that will have Isabel going on to Greenville. And 
17. —s the reasons are, it will take the greatest amount of 

18 traffic off of 580. It will have two stations there. 

19 It has the right-of-way all set up, without having to 

20 disturb people in Livermore. [ft will have room, already 
21 purchased, for the rail yard, for storage of trains and 
22. ~=repair and whatnot, right there at the Greenville 

23. «Station. And of the other two alternatives, the ones 

24 ~=that come oe downtown and finally end up there, 

a it’s about $1 billion dollars cheaper. 


$14.1 


1 Okay. T'm also concerned that all of the 

2 routing that would go through downtown, as we've heard 
3 from many of the people here and as I’ve heard about Si4.2 
4 rom Pleasanton, the Chain of Lakes, that it would . 
5 attract a great number of lawsuits because of people 

6 worried about declining property values and so on and so 
7 forth. So in summary, T very much support alternative 

8 one. Okay. 
9 Now, a counsel member of Livermore told me that 

10 ~=they were interested in ele i high-density housing 

11 downtown in which people would be able to walk to the 

12 + =BART station. Okay. And T think his assumptions are 

13. «invalid. And if you look at the chart that I’ve given 

14 ~you, okay, it summarizes statistics taken from the 

15 BART'S 2008 station profile report. You can see that 

16 with the exception of extraordinarily dense urban areas, 

17. — Vike downtown Oakland, okay, you get a very small number 

18 of people actually walking to the station, 

19 _So if Livermore were to build an additional 
20 2,000 units in order to have tax revenue to fugpore the 

21 regional rail and so on and so forth, a small fraction 

22 of those people would actually walk to the station, 

23 ~=regardliess of the fact that it's very close, only 

24 perhaps a thousand or so, on the basis of these 

25 statistics. So you'd have to have a very large parking 


$14.3 


garage downtown, And if the purpose was to have 
walk-ons, you may as well as put it on 580 where you'd 
be able to scoop traffic off of 580. 

Fundamentally, IT believe, if we go with any 
option other than straight down 580, it will be more 
costly. It will attract more controversy, and 
ultimately we won't get it within our litetimes, even 
digging up your bones, sir, 

MR. EARLY: Mr. Shay, thank you very much. 

Other commenters? 


Si4.4 


SCeLeanouswn 


~ 
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11 MR. O'CONNOR: Hi. I'm Jack O'Connor. T live 
12. =in Livermore. 
13 I also favor the Greenville alignment. There S15.1 


14 are two things that bother me about a downtown 

15 alignment. One is the amount of traffic that is going 

16 to generated for ridership, people driving into the 

17s center of town from all over the town. Also, Stanley S15.2 
18 Boulevard right now is already impacted. If you put a 

19 station on Stanley Boulevard, Stanley Boulevard is going 

20 to be just about at a standstill. 

21 The second is the noise. There's one lady who 

22. = mentioned a sound wall. well, the sound wall right now 

23 is reflecting sounds south, and that's where all the new 

24 train traffic will come, and people south of that sound 

25. wall are going to get the reflected noise in addition to $15.3 


the noise that's already there. So I think the noise 
2 impact is huge on the southwest side of town, and IT 

3. ~=think the traffic impacts are going to be very great. 
4 Thank you. 

5 MR. EARLY: Thank you for your comments. 

6 Next. 

7 MR. ISENBURG: Hello. My name is Martin 

8 Tsenburg. 

9 I recently moved to Livermore. TI bought a 

10~=s Little Finer upeer near downtown, because I like 

11 = downtown so much, and f can walk to downtown from there, 
12. and T'm in the proces of turning that into a real nice 
13. place with chickens and a garden. So T'm really exited 
14 about downtown Livermore. I love downtown Livermore. 

15 You know, I'm getting involved with the farmer's market 
16 and so on, and T don’t want that to one 

17 But there's one thing missing about downtown 

18 Livermore, and that is public ok i plied og T used to 
19 live in Rockridge. It’s a beautiful area in Berkeley. 
20 Lots of families live there. fverybody ts happy. 

21 There's a BART station right there, right there. And 

22 around it, beautiful community, children, families, 

23 happy, farmer's market. You won't believe it. And this 
24 ~=is my vision for downtown Livermore, pdt something 

25. =that is sustainable where people, an incredible amount 
0051 $16.1 
OF people, walk from Rockridge, get on BART, and go to 

2 their work and come back, stop by, you know, the pre 
3. or whatever on their way home, and then, you know, go in 
4 there nice properties and tend their gardens. and it's 
5 avery, very good community feel. 

6 I'm really not worried about the crime. Tf 

7 think people that are worried about crime coming to 

8 Livermore -- I think that's a bigger picture. If you're 
9 really afraid of your fellow Americans so that you have 
10 to prevent them from coming near you, then there is a 

11s problem, but you should maybe address it differently 

12 than by restricting transportation, 

13 IT also think it's really important to combine a 
14 downtown station with a station that keeps all the 

15 highway traffic out of downtown. In particular, I 
16 envision some parking enforcement in downtown that would 
17_——really make sure that the traffic doesn't come into 
18 downtown, because IT don't want the cars in downtown $16.2 
19 either, So Us with a highway station in downtown 
20 would be really important. 


21 Also, if we only get highway stations -- that 
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22 ~=seems like a great idea because everybody can park 

23. there, but as soon as the parking lots are full, these 

24 stations become useless. And from a Livermore = 
a perspective -- you know, I like to get up late in the $16.2 

1 morning. If you don't get up there by 7 a.m., all the aes 

2 parking will taken and yoy don't have a BART station 

3 n Livermore, Meaning, if there are only highway 

4 stations, then BART to Livermore isn't really BART to 

5 Livermore. It's BART to -- from people that come from 

G6 Tracy and Stockton. 

: ’ Okay. T think that's all my comments. Thanks 

a lot. 

9 MR. EARLY: Thank you very much. 

10 Any other comments? No one is standing up 
11_—sright now. 

12 Please. 

13 You've spoke once already, right? 

14 MR. MARTIN: Yeah, but T have one more 

15 question. 

16 MR. EARLY: Okay. T think we'll try and 

17.—s take -- well, IT want to make sure we get everybody who 
18 = =hasn't spokes once. And then if there are one or two 
19 people who need to speak again, we can look at that. 
20 But let's make sure that everybody who wants to speak 
21 + that’s here gets to do that. 

22 valerie Raymond is here. 

23 MS. RAYMOND: My name is Valerie Raymond, and T 
24 ~=live in Livermore. 

ee T have some questions about how some of the 

1 claims were made about ToD-type development in the 

2 downtown. There's constant reference to the fact that 

3 it has high Too potential, but it’s not really clear, 

4 you know, how much of those numbers are being used in 

5 the projections and how much more would need to happen 

6 inorder to justify the claim that this is conducive to 

7 TOD development. TI think that ought to be spelled out a 

8 lot more clearly. 

9 I have real reservations about how plausible S17.1 
10 some of that TOD development actually is. Tf was 
11~—sobicycli around the area that's within half an hour of 
12.) the station this morning, and there's an awful lot of 
13 apartments, and they could be redeveloped. But the net 
14 eS you'd have in total units, it seems to me, my not 
15 e that high, There's some reasonable single-family 
16 neighborhoods that aren't necessarily going to change. 
17. «There's two major schools. There's churches. There's a 
18 whole bunch of stuff. It seems to me that if you're 
19 going to claim that it's got high ToD potential within 
20 alfa mile, you need to really demonstrate where that's 
21 ~=likely to happen and what kind of numbers. 

22 The ETR also states that the parking shortfal] 
23 «for a downtown station would be 1,300 and 1,900 parking 
24 spaces. It seems to me that a BART extension ought to 
tie. be providing some benefits to existing residents, most 

1 of whom will have to drive to a station. And the $17.2 

2 downtown station, it seems to me, is not going to offer 

3. very much to existing Livermore residents, and that a 

4 station out at Isabel would be important to do that, 

5 because otherwise Greenville is kind of out of the way 

6 tf that were the only other option. 
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7 The EIR, as I said, in referring to the 
8 shortfall in parsing Spaces says that it will likely 
9 result or could result in a reduction or a reallocation 
10 of the projected Whiastosade & It seems to me that that 
11 ought to be spelled out, because nowhere else -- as far 
12. as I've been able to find so far, and it's a big 
13 document, so maybe it's there somewhere -- but nowhere 
14 ~else does it realy seem to clarify erly how a 
1S. potential shortfall -- because of the parking shortfall 
16 =n the area -- whether that ridership in fact can happen 
17. —s in the downtown that's tchde, rojected, or whether in 
18 fact it ought to be adjuste cause you're not 
19 providing sufficient parking for the demand that you're 


20 = projecting. S17.2 
21 So T think the parking issue needs a lot more g 
22 attention than it's gotten so far, and I think the cont. 


23. claims about high TOD options in the downtown need to be 
24 really chearly analyzed. The existing downtown specific 
25. plan that calls for about 3,200 new units, most of those 


are beyond the half-mile mark. And the chart that shows 
2 these numbers has got a footnote, to the effect that 

3 some of these units are outside of the half-mile radius, 
4 and TI think that needs to be really clarified as to what 
5 exactly is inside the hal¢-mile radius and what's 

6 outside. Because if it's outside, It seems to me, it's 
; kind of cheating to be Claiaiog it when you're not 

y 


providing it, it is a poss in other areas. 


9 Thank you. 

10 MR. EARLY: Thank you. well timed. 

11 Bob Baltzer. 

12 MR. BALTZER: Bob Baltzer, B-A-L-T-2-E-R. 

13 IT very much appreciated the speaker before who 


14 asked -- he seems to be the only one here who's ever 

15 lived in the area that we envision downtown ; and he said 
16 =he liked it. Amazing, isn't it, and t didn’t hear 

17. = anything about noise. 

18 T will give you now my preferences, and that is 
19 oreion 2a, downtown Vasco. This is the only option that 
20 q ves T2 TOO areas, and it can give you a freewa 
ntercept, with a little bit -- a smal] amount o* 

22 driving at Vasco, eliminating the crush if downtown is 
23. «the end of the line. 


24 It happens to be the best for emission 
a reduction and energy use. It is the most expensive, but 
1 it brings in 31,600 new riders, and it's the only one 


2 that comes close to meeting the requirements of the mTc 

3 resolution 3434. The rest don't even come close. The S18.1 
4 freeway only do not have any ToDs. Both of the freeway : 
5 options bring the prospect of attempts to overturn our 

6 UGBS. Those have been suprer see when Measure D was 

7 passed in 2000, when the 2003 initiative was adopted, 

8 and in the overwhelming defeat of the ToD initiative, 

9 which was going to break it. That was 72 percent 

10 = against. 

sal The one-station alternatives doom you to one 

12 station. In my honest opinion, that's why Pete 

13. Schneider put the Oublin/Pleasanton station the first 

14 one where it was. The worst possible one -- T'm sorry, 

15 Bob Allen -- is the Isabel/I-580. You've got no TOD, 

16 There's no downtown connection, and it just don't work. 


17 MR. EARLY: Thank you, Mr. Baltzer. 
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Next speaker. 

MR. DANTEL: Paul Daniel, Livermore. 

It seems to me, from the various alternatives, 
that one of the important things is that each station 
has to be self-supporting and stand on its own, And 
none of the alternatives with the quarry station seem to S19.1 
do that. It’s in a bad location for traffic, as pointed : 
out by another person, and it's in the middle of nowhere 


in terms o* anything else that you could do there, based 
on the various restrictions. It also gets involved in 
some residential issues in that area for the people who 
are nearby. 

T've heard a lot of concerns about the 
residential -- about the impact of a downtown station in 
terms of crime and access, positive and negative. Tf 
think one of the things that would be worthwhile doing 
is looking at the various locations where terminants 
have happened. In particular, Rockridge, where you 
apparently do have a good neighborhood mix for t at, and 
see what the characteristics of the neighborhood are 
pale you know, don’t result in any import of anonymous 
crime. 


$19.2 


T think one of the things that T would propose 
is that an anonymous commercial area is what brings 
crime in. If Rockridge is mixed commercial and 
residential -- unlike what downtown Livermore is, 
because it's mostly commercial in the areas proposed -- 
that would tend to prevent people from migrating in to 
do their dastardly deeds. And T don’t see that same 
thing happening anywhere in Livermore. Any of the 
proposed stations are pretty well insulated from 
residential surveillance. 

And that's about all T have to say. 


MR. EARLY: Thank you very much. 

Next speaker. 

MS. SUMMERS: Hello. I'm Angelina Summers, 
Summers with a “u," and T live in Pleasanton, and Tf am 
here to support you. 

Years ago I stood in front of my city council, 
and T told them, "You are being stingy. Livermore 
deserves a station before we have our second station.” 

Did they listen to me? No. 

Concerning the grinding of the wheels, i* you 
Stay on the freeway, you will not have the Srinding of $20.1 
the wheels. It's when you go underground. Like i ¢ 
you're going into Oakland and you're going to go 
downtown, 7 u're on BART, you will hear the grinding 
of those wheels. Also, when you go under the water, 
before you get there, and there's some grinding of the 
wheels, if you stay on the freeway, you will not have 
that, being it is a straight-through. 

So I hope you all consider that too in what you 
really want. Thank you. 

MR. EARLY: Thank you, Ms. Summers. 

Next speaker. 

MR. STEINBERG: Matthew Steinberg, a resident 


of Livermore. 
T favor route one of the Greenville route, with 521.1 
the Isabel station, and most of the reasons have been iil 
already stated. tt is the least costly total one. In 
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3 terms of the number of riders, it's the least costly per 
4  mumber of riders that are added. 
5 One of the things that has not been stated by 
6 the Isabel station is that there is a business park. $21.1 
7 There is a college there. There are reasons to go out cont. 
8 there. There are reasons to go park there. It will 
9 serve west and south Livermore with Isabel access, so 
10 = that residents from that side of town that need to use 
11 it are able to use it. 
12 I'm one of those midday users, so please build 
13. sufficient parking so that those of us that need to 
14 =travel and go to work midday have access. Downtown BART 
15 doesn't allow that. 
16 T've spoken with a BART police officer, maybe 
17_—s this officer can comment afterward, but he does indicate 
18 that end of the line stations tend to have more crime. $21.2 
19 Because at the end of the day when BART shuts down at 
20 midnight, those passengers have got to go somewhere, and 
21 ~=sithey’re Typically not going home. So TI think we need to 
22. ~=take that into consideration, where we locate the 
23 stations, particularly end of the line stations. 
24 At a hearing in Livermore 12 to 24 months ago, 
25 a BART operator echoed those same comments. The BART 
0060 $21.3 
1 operator also had the need for a yard, so Greenville has 
2 the most room for a yard. 
3 And T think those are kind of -- most of the 
4 other stu#* has been covered. 
5 MR. EARLY: Great. Thank you. 
6 Next commenter. 
7 PUBLIC MEMBER: 
8 I just wanted to remark on -- 
9 MR. EARLY: Please state your name. 
10 MR. STREETER: 7 name is Clark Streeter. T 
11 ~= live on 457 Tylor Avenue in Livermore. 
12 I just wanted to comment on something that T 
13 thought of while another speaker was talking, that 
14 ~hasn't seemed to be mentioned at all. S8ecause we're 
15 talking about walking to the BART station. Now, T 
16 ~=remember that yours ago when my wife used to work in 
17. Hayward, Tf would frequently take BART to Hayward from 
18 Livermore, and I would hop on the number ten bus on East 
19 Avenue and go down to the BART station and connect. 
20 = Okay. $22.1 
21 Now, it was a little inconvenient. T really 
22 didn’t like it, because it was a little too long of a 
23 + ride on the bus, but I would definitely take advantage 
24 of hopping on the number ten bus and going down to the 
a transit station and hopping on BART. And T think that 
1 the possibili is there. There are a lot of other 
2 people who would do the same thing. So you might have a 
3 more increase in ridership and more people using a BART 
4 downtown station than you would just simply get from 
5 walking from the local area. Thank you. 
6 MR. EARLY: Thank you. 
7 Next commenter. 
8 Steelers’ fan. 
9 MR. MATHTAS: Absolutely. 
10 Fd Mathias, Livermore. 
11 I hope you can answer this question now, but 523 
12. I'm unclear on how the ultimate decision is made. what l 
13 is that process? 
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14 MR. EARLY: That is a question I think we can 
15 answer now. 

16 Malcolm, shal] T do that now, or do you want to 
17. comment on that one? 

18 The process that we will be engaged in is 


19 really -- ultimately, it’s up to the board of directors 

20 of BART, including Director McPartland. The process is 

21 that this draft EIR is being reviewed now. A final EIR 
22 will be issued. And at the same time that the final FIR 
23 ~+is issued, there will be something called a preferred 

24 alignment memorandum, which will come from staff and try 
25 ~=and synthesize all the information that's come in, and 


1 make a preliminary recommendation to ultimately the BART 
2 board as to what the staff thinks the alignment should 
3 be. That will then be vetted through a public process. 
4 It will be reviewed by a number of people, I'm sure. 
5 I'm relatively sure that the Livermore City Council 
6 plans to review that memo and make a statement as to 
7 = their preferences. 

8 There is another group called the Policy 

9 working Group. That is a group of representatives from 
10 ~=various cities and agencies in the region who will 

11 review that memo and make a recommendation to the BART 
12. board. And then ultimately both the final EIR and that 
13 = =memorandum will go to the BART board of directors. 

14 Those directors must first certify the EIR as an 

15 adequate legal document. And only then can it take a 

16 stand of action on the preferred alignment, and then the 
17. =~board will make a decision as to whether to accept the 
18 preferred alignment in that memorandum or whether to 

19 chose a different one. 

20 And then, of course, as Malcom Quint said, 

21 ~=that’s only the First step in a much younger planning 

22 process. Once the preferred alignment is chosen, there 
23. ~will need to be further planning studies, more 

24 engineering, right-of-way acquisition, and there will 


aes actually be another Environmental Impact Report that 
1 looks at the impacts along that alignment more 

2. ~=particularly and considers technological alternatives 
3 and ways to address individual impacts along that 

4 alternative. 

5 One more comment, please. 

- MS. STREETER: Fabulous. T thought T missed 

out. 
8 MR. EARLY: NO, absolutely not. 
9 MS. STREETER: Okay. Thank you. 


10 My name is Kathy Streeter. I've been in 
11 ~=Livermore since 1964, but T worked in oe gh for 22 
12 years on B Street. There ts a BART station at the end 
13 of B Street. When that BART station came in, the crime 
14 in downtown Hayward dropped. tft dropped precipitously. 
15 I used to have street people sitting in front of my bank 
16 eating out of cans, and T would have to call the police 
17. — to help me get them moved. That went away. 
18 I think there's a couple of things. Whenever 
19 there's change, fecore get very nervous and they don't 
20 ~=think about the long-term results of what the decisions 
21 are. They think about immediate nervousness of, “well, 
22.~—sothere's crime, and there's noise, and it's going to 
23 change what I'm used to, and T don't like the change of 
24 what T'm used to.” 
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But long-term, these things, this BART coming 


e. 


to Livermore -- and I'll say Fight up front that I'm for 
Livermore/vasco, That's choice. Wwe have two 
intermodal stations at both of those areas, and it makes 
a whole lot of sense for us to do that. ‘y 
T think we have to look at this dispasstonately $24.1 
and not let fear make up our minds, because fear only cont. 
leads you to dead ends. : 
Economic development, which is very large for 
downtown and for Vasco, is good for everybody. It 
10 ~=brings money into our community. It brings money in for 
11 ~=so many things that we want, and T think we need to look 
12 beyond this fear and nervousness of change. 


CavaquawinHsS 


13 Thank you. 

14 MR. EARLY: Thank you very much. 

15 Any other comments here today? 

16 Okay. T know there was one gentleman that had 


17. a follow-up question or comment. Did you want to come 
18 on up again? 


19 MR. MARTIN: Yeah, sure. 
20 MR. EARLY: And then, sir, if you want to come 
= ue agxin, that would be fine, and then maybe we'll call $25.1 
ta day. 
23 MR. MARTIN: Hi. Again, my vee is Robert. 
24 IT have a question for the board of directors. 
oF xe Tf you guys do have an intermodal station, 
1 would the Ace trains still be more frequent, because it 
2 only goes, peak hours, for three trains of -- 
3 MR. MCPARTLAND: That's a decision not for BART 
4 to answer. 
5 MR. MARTIN: Okay. Because, I mean, you've got 
6 an intermodal station, and if it’s only peak hours, the 
7 justice isn’t always there, you know, r that. 
8 MR. MCPARTLAND: Yeah. And Central Valley 
9 Transportation Committees as well as the MTC all have 


10 input and comments on that, but that's not our decision 
11 =to make or, for that matter, for us to even influence. 
12 But there is a lot of discussion on that. 


13 The forum for asking that question needs to go 
14 someplace else. 
15 MR. MARTIN: And what are the airport 


16 restrictions for -- if you guys do have a station right 
17. there at Isabel and T-580? Does that affect the height 


18 of the parking structure or the expansion of other $25.2 
19 businesses? 

20 MR. MCPARTLAND: You mean, as far as zoning is 

21 ~=concerned? 

22 MR. MARTIN: Yes. 

23 MR. MCPARTLAND: T can't answer that. 

24 MR. EARLY: That's a question we should 
a probably go into detail in the ETR. But Tet me say 

1 quickly, that a parki structure can be built in that 

2 area. Nonresidential businesses can be built in that 

3 area, but there is a relatively large area that takes up 

4 most of the area within a half-mile radius of that 

5 TIsabel/1I-580 station where no residential uses can be 

6 built at all of any height because of the airport 

7 ~=protection area. And there are maps showing that area 

8 relative to the BART station site that are in the EIR. 

9 MR. MARTIN: Okay. Thank you. 
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10 MR. EARLY: Thank you 


11 One last comment T think we have, and then 

12. ~we'll perhaps wrap up. 

13 Oh, two more comments we have, and then we'll 

14. sowrap up. 

15 MR. ALLEN: Earlier -- 

16 MR. FARLY: Please say your name again. 

17 MR, ALLEN: Oh, Robert Allen. 

18 T had said that Tf favored alternative 4, a 

19 one-station extension at grade in a widened I-580 

20 median, Tf also in my letter to Malcolm requested $26.1 


21. ~=that -- T support also acquiring land and programming 
22. work to allow a median at grade route for a future BART 
23 ~=line to and east of Greenville Road. That would be in 
24 the T-580 median. 

And It'd also -- there has been a lot of talk 


1 with the EIR about the ACE connection. ACE runs three 
trains each way a day. It says four there, but it’s 

3. been changed to three since then. BART runs that many, | 526.2 
4 four trains every hour. The scheduling of a connection 
5 is not really too viable. sut T would Suggest that it 
6 might be better to consider BART over the hill in place 
7 of the ACF proposal that's being made. Tt would 

8 probably be cheaper, serve many more people far better 
9 at less cost. 


10 MR. EARLY: Thank you, Mr. Allen. 

11 One more commenter here. Please say your name 
12. again. 

13 MR. WILLTAMS: David Williams, Livermore. 

14 On that December 2nd meeting that you have, 


15 it's like this meeting in the middie of the afternoon. 
16 Unfortunately, this -- 


17 MR. EARLY: It's 6:00 p.m. 

18 MR. WILLIAMS: It's 6:00? 

19 MR. EARLY: December 2nd at 6:00 p.m. 

20 MR. WILLTAMS: Oh, okay. Excellent. That was 
21—somy point. 

22 Someone made the comment that they've never 


23 ~=lived near a rapid transit system. I have. I grew up 
24 in New York City. And they've torn down most of their 
25. elevated trains, and we're proposing to build one. They §27.1 


define “insanity” as doing something that somebody has 
2 already done be*ore and it didn't work. We ought to 

3. investigate what's been done elsewhere, and not just in 
4 our own immediate area. That's it. 

5 MR. EARLY: Thank you. 

6 Another comment. 

7 MS. DOBBINS: My name is Mara Dobbins, and I'm 
8 a resident of Livermore as well. I've been here 22 

9 years. And my house sits right about here, and I face 
10 the ACE train. TI face my neighbors’ house across the 
11s street, and then the ACE train is right there. Three 
12.) «times a day is not bad at all, but it I'm going to 
13° «expect an elevated BART to be running past behind my 

14 neighbor's house, with all the noise and all the people, 

15 and then the elevated looking down into our 

16 neighborhood, it makes me extremely uncomfortable. $28.1 
17 And T feel like my property taxes are going 

18 down and the noise is going to be bad, and © just really 

19 don't like that at all. I'd love to see it come down 
20 1-580 and have little stations there, _ maybe some 
Page 
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21. ~=shuttle buses going back and forth. 

22 T'll tell you what, &1 Rancho Verde, &1 Rancho 
23 Road, there's a lot of us talking, but a lot of them are 
24 at work, This was at 2:00, I'm late. I've only been 
a5 here about 30 minutes, so T don't Know what happened 

1 prior to me coming up here to talk. But I'm really 

2 upset, and T will be at the next meeting right on time. 
3 And t’d just love to see a lot more people here. Pros 

4 and cons, I'd love to hear it all. We just need to -- 

5 I've been going up and down the street telling people, 

§ “this is what time it's happening. Please try to make 

i he 

8 But we really -- I'm all for BART. Tf signed 

9 al) the petitions, and I'm really excited about having 
10 Bart here. tf will use it, but IT don't want it coming 

11 = through my neighborhood. That's my home. That is my 

12. ~home. That is my biggest investment, and it took me a 
13 long time to get it, and I raised my kids there. we've 
14 + been here 22 years, and I love Livermore, and I love the 
15 people, and ft love the diversity. T'm just upset, and 
16 = =you can tell. 

17 MR. EARLY: Thank you very much. We've got one 
18 more commenter, but T wanted to clarify two things, just 
19 to make sure there's not confusion. 

20 we did purposely schedule two hearings, one 

21 during the day and one gucing the evening, because we're 
22 aware that different people have different scheduling 

23 needs. And so these are not -- people are welcome to 

24 come to both, but there's not a need to come to both. 
a The comments taken at either hearing will be receiving 

1 responses equally in the process: and I hope all of you, 
2 even those of you who wish this meeting were in the 

3 evening, can understand that there are people who prefer 
4 to come to daytime meetings, and that’s why we're doing 
5 one of each. 

6 IT also heard you say -- and I just want to make 
7 sure there's no misinformation to others about an 

8 elevated alignment there near Stanley Boulevard. 

9 Malcolm, correct me if T'm wrong, but T believe 
10 ~=that all of the alignments are at grade in that area 

11 =where the BART alignment would run aioep the uP. 

12 MR. QUINT: Right. At the Isabel/Stanley 

13s station it would be at grade, but just before that it 

14 comes down -- \ 

15 MR. EARLY: 8ut further east, going from 

16 Isabel/stanley into the downtown. 

17 MR. QUINT: They’re all at grade, except for 

18 the -- there is an alternative I had mentioned, 

19 alternative 3A, that stops at rons Mache that goes 
20 on to downtown as a terminant station. we looked at 

21 that as an aerial alignment. tft could be at peas but 
22 =we wanted to look at it in two different configurations 
23 to understand the impact. So it doesn't mean that it 

24 ~will be aerial, but we did in that specific alternative 
aos look at the approach to downtown. From just west of 

1 Murrieta into downtown it would be aerial under 3a. 

2 MR. EARLY: So let me point at the map. Again, 
3. in this area -- in all the alternatives, starting here 

4 all the way through to here -- it is always at grade. 

5 And then from Murrieta on in one alternative -- 
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actually, this is well peyond Murrieta. 

The map is wro 

MR. QUINT: Yeah, 

MR. EARLY: ge 2 So starting from here, it is 
an aerial alignment on these four alignments. And then 
the other three, it remains at grade all the way through 
the downtown. 

So again, I’m sure some people would have 
concerns about whether it's at grade or aerial, but one 
of the commenters just said, “I wouldn't want it aerial 
behind my house. Don't do that.” 

I just want to make sure that everybody 
understood that it's at grade in most of those 
alternatives. 

Tt looks like we have at least one more 
commenter. I know we had some people now wanting to 
cet a second time. TI think I'm going to let you go 
ahead and do that. 

Is there anybody urgently who feels like They 
have to either go again or has not gotten to go at all? 


Okay. So ft think we'll have one last comment 
here, and then we would all adjourn. 

MR. ITSENBURG: Hello. Thank you for allowing 
me to speak again. 

Just picking up on the previous comment, I just 
bought a house on Chestnut Street right next to the 
railroad crossing that has the -- well, the railroad 
crossing. where you can walk across, and T can almost 
touch the ACE train going by. And I'm really worried, 
peered ly about the BART train going by there four 
times an hour. 

eat, oe know, that's just me. That's my own 
little kind of thing, and lots of people live next to 
BART trains, but these BART trains don't just serve 
them. rey serve a humongous amount of people, and not 
just for the next three to five years. No, for like 50 
or 100 years to come. TI mean, this is a thing that's 
much bigger than me personally geersag just annoyed by a 
little bit of noise, you know, every 15 minutes. 

So Tt 2 ahd want BART, and if they come right 
by my house, it's o ay. Because the thing is so much 
bigger than myself, that I think -- I'm willing -- just 
the fact that I own a property, I should be gratefu 
that T own one. So don't now be, you know, like, "My 
Space needs to be protected at all costs, no matter what 


else." 

However, downtown Livermore is a wonderful 
place, and T really would not like a BART coming in 
there and destroxing the looks and everything of it all. 
So I think BART could by like a tourist destination, 
because it's one of the prettiest, little, kind of 
downtowns around. So while I'm orny with BART coming 
over the ground at my place, T really think BART should 
go down under the ground when it comes to the downtown, 
and not create an eye sore there, because it's pretty 
like it is right now. And all you want there is, you 
want to have this staircase where you come out of BART, 
and there is downtown Livermore in front of you. [t's 
beautiful, It’s just like it is right now, with no huge 
parking lots or anything nearby. That should all be out 
to Greenville. 
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17 Thank you. 
18 MR. EARLY: okay. Thank you very much. 
19 And thank you all for being here today. T do 


20 invite you, if you'd like to come again, to come on 

21 += December 2nd, 6:00, at the Robert Livermore Center. 

22 There are the two upcoming City of Livermore meetings as 
23 ~well, to talk more about station planning and the 

24 ~—bene¥its of impacts of station design. 

25 Thank you for your comments, and do submit 


1 comments in writing as well. Thank you. 
(Hearing adjourned at 4:01 p.m.) 
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PH1-S1 


PH1-S1.1 


PH1-S1.2 


PH1-S1.3 


PH1-S2 


PH1-S2.1 


Robert Martin 


The commentor questioned when the project would be completed. As noted in the 
Draft Program EIR, a buildout year of 2035 was assumed for the purposes of the 
analysis. 


As noted in the comment, BART currently owns three key sites in the study area. 
As noted in the comment, all five station locations would include parking structures. 
Larry Berger 


BART currently has maintenance yards for train storage and repair at Hayward, Daly 
City, Concord, and Richmond. Additional locations where trains are stored with no 
repair facilities are in Pittsburg/Bay Point and Dublin/Pleasanton. Storage tracks also 
exist in North Concord, but are not regularly used. There is also a shop, but no 
maintenance facilities or train storage, in Oakland. 


The detailed design of a potential maintenance yard at Portola-Railroad, including 
access, has not been determined. The Draft Program EIR (Figure 2-14, page 2-39) 
illustrates the outline of an area that would provide the acreage necessary for a 
maintenance yard, and any yard built at this location would need to include 
maintenance facilities and tracks for train storage. The basic components of the 
Portola/Railroad Y ard and the functions that would be performed there are described 
on page 2-38 for Alternative 3 and page 2-45 for Alternative 3a. A general description 
of the types of activities performed at BART’s maintenance yards Is included on pages 
2-51 and 2-52. The proposed yard would need road access, but the location of the road 
access has not been determined at this point. This would be determined during 
engineering work for the project-level EIR/EIS document. 


Specific impacts from maintenance yard activities are identified in the relevant sections 
of the document. Land use impacts of the Portola/Railroad Y ard, including impacts to 
the Trevarno Road Historic District, are identified on page 3.3-42, discussed on page 
3.3-47, and potential mitigations were identified on page 3.3-48. Community division 
issues associated with the yard were identified on page 3.3-49. The need for 
acquisition of parcels for the maintenance facility was identified on page 3.4-21. 
Impacts associated with lighting at the yard are identified on page 3.5-20 in Table 
3.5-2, discussed in more detail on pages 3.5-43 and 3.5-44, and potential mitigation 
measures are proposed on page 3.5-44. The visual quality impacts of the maintenance 
facility on Trevarno Road were identified on page 3.5-33. Potential view obstruction 
due to elements of the maintenance facility is identified on page 3.5-37. Potential 
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PH1-S3 


PH1-S3.1 


PH1-S4 


PH1-S4.1 


PH1-S5 


PH1-S5.1 


PH1-S5.2 


impacts of the maintenance facility on historic and cultural resources, including the 
Trevarno Road Historic District, are identified on page 3.6-21, with mitigation 
measures proposed on page 3.6-23. Noise impacts associated with the maintenance 
facility are identified on page 3.10-55, and mitigation measures are proposed on page 
3.10-56. Air quality issues associated with maintenance activities at the yard are 
identified on page 3.11-23 and 3.11-30. Potential issues associated with the accidental 
release of hazardous materials at maintenance facilities are discussed on pages 3.12-24 
through 3.12-30. Noise impacts created during yard construction at the 
Portola/Railroad Y ard are identified on page 3.16-3, discussed on page 3.16-40, and 
mitigation measures are proposed on page 3.16-41. Vibration impacts created during 
yard construction are discussed on page 3.16-44 and 3.16-45, and mitigation measures 
are proposed on page 3.16-46. 


Christine Lillie 


Please see Master Response 5 regarding the impacts of a Downtown Livermore 
Station. Please refer to the Draft Program EIR Sections 3.5 and 3.10 regarding visual 
and noise impacts associated with aerial alignments, respectively. Regardless of which 
extension alternative is selected, there would be benefits for all the commuters, both in 
Livermore and those living east of Livermore. 


Bonnie Hamilton 


Please refer to the Draft Program EIR Section 3.10 regarding noise impacts of BART 
within the UPRR corridor. As discussed under Impact NO-1 starting on page 3.10-22 
of the Draft Program EIR, the proposed alignments may significantly impact sensitive 
noise receptors in Livermore. Various noise mitigation measures, as outlined under 
NO-1.1 on page 3.10-53, would be examined to reduce noise levels (sound walls for 
example). However, sufficient information is not available under this program-level 
analysis to conclude with certainty that this mitigation would reduce impacts to less- 
than-significant levels in all circumstances. BART would carefully examine the noise 
impacts and mitigation measures in greater detail based on project-specific designs 
when preparing a project-level EIR to determine if impacts can be further reduced. 


Gary Oehrle 


Livermore’s Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) limits development north of 1-580 in 
Livermore; thus stations north of 1-580 were considered initially but were not taken 
forward in the Draft Program EIR due to the constrains on potential station development 
(See page 2-65). See Response 103.1 of the written comments. 


The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives 
during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 
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Pi1-$3.3 


PH1-S5.4 


PH1-S5.5 


PH1-S6 


PH1-S6.1 


PH1-S6.2 


PH1-S7 


PH1-S7.1 


PH1-S7.2 


PH1-S8 


PH1-S8.1 


As described in Impact NO-2, noise from the Greenville Y ard may have significant 
noise impacts to the nearby homes. Mitigation NO-2.1 identified on 3.10-56 is 
expected to reduce those levels to less than significant. 


Please refer to Master Response 3, Chain of Lakes/El Charro Road Alignment, of this 
document, regarding impacts due to a Chain of Lakes/E! Charro alignment; and M aster 
Response 5, Downtown Livermore, of this document, regarding the various impacts of 
a Downtown Livermore Station. The BART Board of Directors will consider the 
merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred 
alternative. 


The comment concerns the merits of the project alternative and does not concern the 
adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART's compliance with CEQA. The BART 
Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the 
final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


Kent Franklin 


Please refer to Master Response 5 of this document, regarding various impacts of the 
Downtown Livermore Station to the character and quality of Downtown Livermore. 
Please also refer to Section 3.5 in the Draft Program EIR for a discussion of visual 
impacts in the downtown area. 


BART is investigating how to best use existing maintenance areas as the system 
expands; however, maintenance facilities at the end of each line are desirable because it 
allows end-of-line storage and more convenient maintenance, which facilitates daily 
operations. 


Bob Allen 


Please refer to responses to the speaker’s written comments in Comment Letters 42 
through 52. As noted beginning on page 3.3-35 in Section 3.3, Land Use, various 
alignments would have a less-than-significant effect related to the division of 
communities (great wall effect). Visual impacts of the aerial structures were addressed 
in Section 3.5, Visual Quality, of the Draft Program EIR. Costs estimates for the 
alignments are presented in Section 2 and Appendix B of the Draft Program EIR. 


The commentor supports Alternative 4 — Isabel/I-580. For a discussion of an 
alternative with a station north of 1-580 see Response 42.4. 


Linda J effrey Sailors 


The current Draft Program EIR builds on past studies for the corridor, including the 
Phase 1 and Phase 2 1-580 Corridor Studies, completed in 2002 and 2004, respectively. 
These documents helped to define the current range of alternatives, and the alternatives 
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developed during a corridor study served as a basis for defining alternatives at the 
outset of a Program EIR process. However, new or modified alternatives can arise 
during the development of a Program EIR. New alternatives can be proposed by 
agency or city staff at project initiation, they can be proposed by members of the public 
during scoping, or they can develop as a synthesis of concepts in the draft document 
during workshops and community meetings on the draft document, as occurred with 
this project with the development of Alternative 2b. 


The intermodal aspects of connecting transit services to all stations for all alternatives 
was evaluated in Section 3.2, Transportation, of the Draft Program EIR, beginning on 
page 3.2-131. This document assumes that Greenville East serves as the major 
intermodal transfer station, as discussed on page 3.2-134. This section contains a 
specific discussion of the various bus and rail operating agencies that could serve the 
Greenville East Station site, including ACE, LAVTA, MAX, SJRTD, and Tri-Delta 
services. These agencies serve riders from Alameda, Contra Costa, San Joaquin, and 
Stanislaus counties. It is BART’s intention to have the eastern terminal station for 
whichever alternative is selected function as the intermodal transfer station with all 
connecting bus and rail operators from the Central Valley, Contra Costa County, and 
portions of Alameda County. If an alternative is selected that does not include a 
Greenville Station site, the terminus station would still be an intermodal station. For 
instance, similar transit services would serve the Vasco Road Station if it is selected as 
the terminal station, as discussed on page 3.2-135. 


At the time the previous 1-580 corridor studies were done, the scale of the biological 
issues with the Greenville Yard and Greenville East Station sites was not known. 
These issues were illuminated as the Draft Program EIR was developed, and were 
reinforced by the comment letters from several resource agencies about the biological 
constraints on these sites. Please see Master Response 7 and responses to Comment 
Letter 1 regarding issues that have been identified with the Greenville Yard and 
Greenville East Station sites. 


PH1-S8.2 Both residential and business properties would be acquired for the extension. Section 
3.4, Population and Housing, in the Draft Program EIR presents a discussion of 
property acquisitions for each alternative. A list of potential property acquisitions for 
various alternatives is presented in Appendix C of the Draft Program EIR. 


PH1-S8.3 There are a number of alternatives that include a downtown station. Alternatives 1a, 
lb, 2a, and 3a all have an at-grade portion of the alignment along the UPRR right-of- 
way. Alternative 3a also has a small portion of the alignment adjacent to the 
Downtown Livermore Station on an aerial structure. Alternative 3, which also has a 
downtown station, would have a subway alignment along Portola and Junction 
Avenues. Alternative 2b would have a subway alignment along Portola and Junction 
Avenues to a downtown station then at-grade along the UPRR to a station at Vasco 
Road. 
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PH1-S8.4 The Draft Program EIR, Section 3.10, thoroughly evaluates noise impacts of all 
alignment alternatives and identifies mitigation measures to minimize noise impacts. 
The mitigation strategies described under NO-1.1 on page 3.10-53 would substantially 
reduce impacts related to BART train noise; however, sufficient information is not 
available at the program level to conclude with certainty that mitigation would reduce 
this impact to a less-than-significant impact in all circumstances. BART would 
carefully examine noise impacts and associated mitigation measures in greater detail 
based on project-specific designs when preparing the project-level EIR, to determine if 
impacts can be further reduced. 


PH1-S9 David Williams 


PH1-S9.1 A full noise analysis is included in the Draft Program EIR. Noise was considered a 
potentially significant and unavoidable impact of the extension. A number of mitigation 
measures have been included in the program to reduce potential noise impacts; however, 
sufficient information is not available at the program level to conclude with certainty 
that mitigation would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant impact in all 
circumstances. Please see Section 3.10, Noise and Vibration, in the Draft Program EIR 
and Response 127.2. 


PH1-S10 Shirley Stribling 


PH1-S10.1 Contrary to the comment that the project should be constructed to its furthest terminal 
point before intermediate stations are constructed, projects are often divided into 
independent segments so that design and construction can be done commensurate with 
available funding. In the case of the BART to Livermore extension, it is possible that 
construction to a station at Isabel/I-580 or Isabel/Stanley could take place as the first 
phase of a longer two-station alternative. This is an issue that would be addressed in 
the project-level EIR/EIS as part of the development of the construction phasing plan, 
which is identified on page 3.16-13 as Mitigation M easure CI-TR-1.1 for the project. 
Also, as shown in the Draft Program EIR in Table 3.2-20, all alternatives alignments 
would draw commuters from further east. 


PH1-S11 Michelle Burkett 


PH1-S11.1 The Draft Program EIR, Section 3.4, analyzes environmental impacts related to 
population and housing as required by CEQA, such as displacement of homes and 
businesses. However, CEQA focuses on impacts to the physical environment from 
constructing and operating a project. A change in private property values, in itself, is 
not considered an environmental impact under CEQA. Please see Section 3.10, Noise 
and Vibration, in the Draft Program EIR for noise impacts. 
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PH1-S11.2 


PH1-S11.3 


PH1-S11.4 


PH1-S12 


PH1-$12.1 


PH1-$12.2 


PH1-S12.3 


PH1-S12.4 


PH1-S13 


PH1-$13.1 


The technology used for BART requires a total exclusive alignment, which is 
completely separated from all roadways and pedestrian/bicycle crossings. The 
alignment is also isolated from all adjacent uses by continuous security fencing. Unlike 
ACE or Caltrain, pedestrians and autos cannot access the BART right-of-way. Asa 
result, BART has an excellent safety record in this respect. 


Analysis of privacy-related impacts to private residences is not required under CEQA. 
As stated in the Draft Program EIR, CEQA standards of significance for visual quality 
include visual compatibility, view obstruction, scenic resource disturbance, and excess 
light and glare (pages 3.5-14 to 3.5-15). 


However, the degree to which each alternative conflicts with the surrounding visual 
setting, including residential areas, is inherent to the analysis of visual compatibility. 
The potential for such conflict increases with high-profile aerial structures, even more 
so when such structures intersect existing residential and/or commercial areas. This is 
reflected in the conclusions of the Draft Program EIR. As summarized in Table 3.5-1 
(page 3.5-18), all of the two-station alternatives, with the exception of subway-oriented 
Alternative 3, were found to have potentially significant and unavoidable impacts 
related to visual compatibility. Each of these impacts is related to the effects of the 
various aerial sections of the alignments, as explained in Table 3.5-2 (pages 3.5-19 to 
3.5-21). 


Please refer to Master Response 6 of this document, regarding the relationship of 
BART stations and crime. 


Clarence H oening 
Please refer to Response 84.1 regarding cost estimates. 


Please refer to Master Response 6 of this document, regarding the relationship of 
BART stations and crime. 


Please see Response 84.3 and M aster Response 8 regarding programmed funds for the 
BART to Livermore extension. 


As noted in M aster Response 8, a full-funding plan would be necessary at the time that 
a project-level evaluation was completed. The funding agencies would be responsible 
for ensuring that their funds were not oversubscribed. 


Stacey M iller 


Please refer to Master Response 6 of this document, regarding the relationship of 
BART stations and crime. Refer to Section 3.13, Community Services, in the Draft 
Program EIR regarding impacts to police services. 
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PH1-S14 


PH1-S14.1 


PH1-S14.2 


PH1-S14.3 


PH1-S14.4 


PH1-S15 


PH1-S15.1 


PH1-S15.2 


Henry Shay 


The comment concerns the merits of the project alternatives. The BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing 
to select a preferred alternative. 


Please refer to Master Response 5 of this document, regarding various impacts of the 
Downtown Livermore Station to the character and quality of Downtown Livermore. 
Please refer to M aster Response 3 of this document, regarding impacts to the Chain of 
Lakes area. CEQA focuses on impacts to the physical environment from constructing 
and operating a project. A change in private property values, in itself, is not 
considered an environmental impact under CEQA 


Please refer to responses to the speaker’s written comments in Comment Letters 111 
and 112. Please refer to Table 3.2-22 on pages 3.2-57 and 3.2-58 of the Draft 
Program EIR. This table shows the estimated mode of access characteristics for the 
BART extension alternatives. For those alternatives with a station in Downtown 
Livermore the percentage of the BART patrons entering the station by walking ranged 
from 4 to 7 percent, while those using park-and-ride ranged from 49 to 56 percent. It 
is correct that access by auto would be the predominant mode of travel to a downtown 
station. However, it is important to note that the access characteristics of the suburban 
stations sites located away from developed areas such as the Greenville East and the 
Isabel/I-580 stations is much more auto oriented, with as much as 80 percent of the 
access occurring by auto. Also, these forecasts are based on current land use policies. 
Should Livermore opt to allow greater development density downtown, then the 
number of BART riders walking to the station would increase over that shown in the 
Draft Program EIR. In addition, as noted in the Draft Program EIR, parking at the 
downtown station was deliberately limited to 2,500 parking spaces. 


The comment concerns the merits of the project alternatives. The BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing 
to select a preferred alternative. 


Jack O’Connor 


The comment concerns the merits of the project alternatives. The BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing 
to select a preferred alternative. 


Please refer to Master Response 5 for a discussion of the traffic in Downtown 
Livermore generated by ridership for the BART station alternatives. 


For roadway segments please refer to discussion on page 3.2-79 of the Draft Program 
EIR - Segment #8: Stanley Boulevard (downtown) would operate under an 
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PH1-S15.3 


PH1-S16 


PH1-S16.1 


PH1-S16.2 


PH1-S17 


PH1-S17.1 


PH1-S17.2 


unacceptable LOS in the westbound AM peak under Alternatives 1, la, 1b, 2a, 3, and 
4, as shown in Table 3.2-26 on page 3.2-80-81 and on Figure 3.2-6 on page 3.2-83. 
For intersections, please refer to discussion on page 3.2-87 to 3.2-129 and Tables 
3,2-27, 3.2-27, 3.2-28, 3.2-29, and 3.2-30 on pages 3.2-88 to 3.2-98 for information 
about Stanley Boulevard intersections #2, 3, 5, and 19. This table shows the V/C 
ratio, the delay, and the Level of Service (LOS) for all alternatives. Intersection #19, 
Stanley Boulevard at Valley Ave, would operate at unacceptable LOS under all 
alternatives. Please refer to Section 1.4 of this document for a summary of traffic 
impacts associated with the new hybrid alternative, Alternative 2b. 


Sound walls can have the unintended effect of reflecting noise to receptors opposite of 
the wall, thereby potentially increasing noise levels to these receptors. However, the 
actual increase in noise levels from this reflection is minimized by properly locating 
and designing the walls. For example, sound walls are made of absorptive material to 
minimize the reflection of noise. In fact, measurements of this effect have 
demonstrated that the increase is less than 3 dBA, which is generally not perceptible by 
the general public.* 


Martin Isenburg 


The comment concerns the merits of a downtown station. The BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing 
to select a preferred alternative. 


Please refer to the Draft Program EIR, pages 3.2-138 to 3.2-139 for discussion of 
parking for Downtown and non-Downtown Livermore Station alternatives. For 
parking demand, supply, and the parking shortfall or surplus for each alternative, 
please refer to Tables 3.2-32 and 3.2-33 on pages 3.2-140 to 3.2-141. Mitigation 
M easures TR-3.1 and 6.2 in the Draft Program EIR starting on page 3.2-143 show that 
with parking management and additional parking at the non-downtown stations parking 
impacts would be reduced to less than significant. 


Valerie Raymond 


Please refer to responses to Comment Letter 106, also from the speaker, regarding 
transit-oriented development (TOD). 


Please refer to responses to Comment Letter 106, also from the speaker, regarding 
parking in the downtown area. Please also refer to Master Response 5 for the 
discussion of parking supply distribution and ridership impacts and effects due to 
BART station location alternatives that include a Downtown Livermore Station. 


‘FHWA website accessed M arch 31, 2010. http://www. fhwa. dot. gov/environment/keepdown.htm 
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PH1-S18 


PH1-S18.1 


PH1-S19 


PH1-$19.1 


PH1-$19,2 


PH1-S20 


PH1-S20.1 


PH1-S21 


PH1-S21.1 


PH1-S21.2 


PH1-521.3 


Bob Baltzer 


Please refer to Sections 3.2 and 3.11 in the Draft Program EIR regarding ridership and 
air quality benefits associated with each alternative. Also, please refer to Section 5-4 
in the Draft Program EIR, regarding TOD potential and Urban Growth Boundary 
(UGB) constraints for the alignment alternatives. 


Paul Daniel 


The comment concerns the merits of the project alternatives. The BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing 
to select a preferred alternative. 


Please refer to Master Response 6 of this document, regarding the relationship of 
BART stations and crime. 


Angelina Summers 


The noticeable high pitch sound of the train wheels apparently “grinding” the tracks is 
generally the result of ripples or unevenness that form in the tracks over time. These 
irregularities in the tracks are more likely to form on both underground and 
aboveground portions of track that are more heavily used at high speeds, eg., 
Transbay Tube. The number of irregularities is not necessarily greater underground, 
but can be more noticeable underground because the noise is essentially trapped in the 
tunnel. These ripples can be straightened and smoothed out by grinding the tracks 
during BART's regular program of track maintenance. 


M athew Steinberg 


The commentor favors a Greenville route with a station at Isabel/l-580. As noted on 
page 2-27 of the Draft Program EIR, an estimated 4,475 parking spaces would be 
provided at the Isabel/I-580 Station, serving the uses mentioned by the commentor, and 
a slight parking surplus is projected at the station under all alternatives. See Table 
3,2-33 on page 3.2-141 of the Draft Program EIR. 


Please refer to Master Response 6 of this document, regarding the relationship of 
BART stations and crime. 


The commentor is correct that the Greenville site has more acreage than the other two 
maintenance yard sites. However, as noted in a number of letters from public agencies 


and organizations, the Greenville Y ard site is biologically sensitive. See M aster 
Response 7 regarding the Greenville Y ard site. 
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PH1-S22 


PH1-$22.1 


PH1-S23 


PH 1-523,1 


PH1-S24 


PH1-S24.1 


PH1-S25 


PH1-S25.1 


PH1-$25.2 


Clark Streeter 


The comment concerns the merits of bus connection to a downtown station. Bus 
connections are discussed in the Draft Program EIR in Section 3.2. The BART Board 
of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final 
hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


Ed Mathias 


Please refer to Section 1.1 of this document regarding the CEQA process. As noted in 
the comment, the BART Board of Directors will need to certify the EIR as an adequate 
legal document and then consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the 
final hearing to select a preferred alternative. Ata later date, a project-level EIR will 
be prepared to carry the planning process forward with the preferred alternative. 


K athy Streeter 


Please refer to Master Response 6 of this document, regarding the relationship of 
BART stations and crime. The remainder of this comment concerns the merits of the 
project alternatives and does not concern the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or 
BART’s compliance with CEQA. The BART Board of Directors will consider the 
merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred 
alternative. 


Robert M artin 


The comment regards the frequency of ACE trains if an intermodal station is built. 
The frequency of ACE trains is independent of a BART extension to Livermore. 
Future plans for ACE are discussed on page 3.2-40 and 41 of the Draft Program EIR. 
General ridership impacts, including ACE, are discussed beginning on page 3.2-131 of 
the Draft Program EIR. 


As stated in the Draft Program EIR, the Alameda County Airport Land Use 
Commission recognizes that certain land uses can reduce the functionality, safety, and 
economic viability of Livermore Municipal Airport (page 3.3-40, paragraph 3). In 
accordance with this, Livermore General Plan Policy LU-4.4.P2 prohibits the location 
of new residential land use designations and the intensification of existing land use 
designations within the Airport Protection Area (APA) (page 3.3-23). As such, the 
Isabel/I-580 Station itself would not conflict with APA restrictions, provided that the 
portion of the station footprint that lies within an airport safety zone (as defined in the 
Airport Land Use Plan) is used only for parking and circulation (page 3.3-40, 
paragraph 3). The Isabel/l-580 Station site is within the Height Referral Area (as 
described on page 3.12-19). Therefore, the station, parking garages, and any other 
BART facilities would be subject to this regulation. The allowable height for structures 
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within this zone is based on the distance away from the runway, and as shown in Table 
3.12-4 the Isabel/Il-580 Station would exceed the allowable height in this area and 
would require a determination of plan consistency. As also detailed in Section 5.4, 
Regional Transit-Oriented Development Policies, of the Draft Program EIR, the 
location of the Isabel/l-580 Station within the APA significantly impairs development 
around the station. 


PH1-S26 Robert Allen 


PH1-S26.1 The commentor supports Alternative 4. See Response 42.4 regarding a station in the 
median of I-580 east of Greenville. 


PH1-S26.2 Please refer to the Draft Program EIR, page 3.2-131 to page 3.2-132 for a discussion 
of the anticipated impact of the BART extension on ACE ridership. The extension of 
BART service eastward to Livermore is anticipated to significantly increase ACE 
ridership for all extension alternatives, other than Alternative 4, which has no direct 
connection to ACE. BART ridership and transfer projections, shown in Table 3.2-22 
on pages 3.2-57 and 3.2-58, indicate that most extension alternatives would result in a 
substantial number of transfers from ACE to BART. As an urban/suburban service, 
rather than an inter-regional service, BART will likely always offer more frequent 
service than ACE, however this does not preclude effective transfer arrangements 
between the carriers. BART and the Capitol Corridor have effective transfer stations at 
several locations, including Richmond and Coliseum, despite differing headways. 


BART is not considering an extension out of the district to Tracy, though this idea has 
been examined in previous studies in this corridor. Such an extension is not consistent 
with the Regional Rail Plan that envisions ACE as the rail operator over Altamont Pass 
between Livermore and Tracy. Please see page 2-64 in the Draft Program EIR for a 
discussion of the potential extension of BART to San J oaquin County. 


As noted by the commentor, since the Draft Program EIR was issued, ACE has 
reduced the number of trains each direction from four per day to three per day. The 
train that was discontinued was a midday train, not a peak hour train, and was 
discontinued due to low ridership. 


PH1-S27 David Williams 


PH 1-S27.1 The various alternatives use a combination of at-grade, aerial alignments, or subway 
alignments. Where aerial alignments are proposed, it is where an aerial structure 
provides a benefit compared to an at-grade or subway alignment. Modern aerial 
structures are not necessarily comparable to older elevated systems. 
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PH 1-S28 Mara Dobbins 

PH1-S28.1 Please refer to Sections 3.5 and 3.10 in the Draft Program EIR regarding visual 
quality and noise impacts from an aerial configuration, respectively. Bus service by 
local providers, such as LAVTA, would likely realign existing routes to serve a new 
station. BART would welcome the use of any additional transit service, such as shuttle 
busses by local employers that would enhance local transit service. 

PH1-S29 Martin Isenburg 

PH1-S29.1 The commentor supports a BART extension. No response is necessary. 

PH1-S29.2 Please refer to Master Response 5 of this document, regarding various impacts of the 
Downtown Livermore Station to the character and quality of Downtown Livermore. 
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MR. MCPARTLAND: 
coming this evening. 


PROCEEDINGS 

I want to thank everyone for 
This is seg a popular gathering 
because T had to park in the back -- wha 


t do they call 


This is our second ie pel Hai those of you that 


didn't hear my introduction t 


ast time, let me say again 


that I'm been your BART director for just about a year now, 


1 
2 
: 
; that -- the back of the lot in order to be able to come in. 
7 
8 
9 


and it’s very clear that we are going to end up getting 


10 ~=BART to Livermore. 


11 The questions that we're trying to Genel cy here as far 
y 


12. as alignment is concerned is to identify exact 


where and 


13. «in which direction we are going to end up coming in. we 
s 


14 also have a guest speaker who 


going to follow me, County 


15 Board of Supervisors Scott Haggerty, who will have a few 
16 words for you, and then we'll end up taking of immediately 


17.—s from there. 


18 To go ahead and continue the introduction, we have done 
19 =and completed the Draft Environmental Impact Report that 


20 ~=has multiple alignments. 


21 ~=this evening. 


That's what we're here to discuss 
BART doesn't have any preconceived notion. 
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22. =This is going to be an opportunity for you to voice your 
23 opinion and your preferences and to air your differences, 
24 and it's also for us, for BART. It is primarily giving us 
25 an opportunity to give you a good listening to because it's 


1 specifically what we're here for. All right? If there are 
2 no questions for me right now, before we end up turning it 
3 over to the BART staff, David Early and Malcolm Quint, I'd 
4 like to end up asking Scott Haggerty to come forward for a 
5 couple of opening remarks. Ladies and gentlemen, 

6 Supervisor Scott Haggerty. 

7 SUPERVISOR HAGGERTY: Thank you, John. First of 

8 all, thank you to all of you for coming. This really is a 
9 momentous occasion. We're talking about BART. we're 

10 ~=talking about communities, Before T get too far, I 

11s certainly want to thank our BART director, John. He's just 
12 +been a breath of fresh air compared to where we have come 
13. ~=in the past with other BART directors. And TI can say that. 
14 +That’s an endorsement. He's working very hard to make sure 
15 that this campaign promise of bringing BART to Livermore 

16 happens with the understanding that you've been paying on 
17. «it for a very long time. So thank you for hosting this 

18 tonight. : 

19 T also want to thank BART staff. BART has just been 

20 great. The many, ny years T*ve been in office now, 13 

21 =years, it seems like it's been 13 months. Time goes by 

22 ~very fast. T really want to acknowledge Malcolm Quint. 
23 Raise your hand up, Malcom. Malcolm has been taking a lot 
24 of heat from the city that's kind of next to Livermore. 

25 It's getting really bad. But Malcom is in there. He 


believes in the progece. and he's working very hard. TI 
2 wants to thank you for that Malcom. 
3 John talked a little bit about it. There's a little 
4 something that I want to say to you. You may have looked 
5 around, walked around, and you may said, “Oh my God, that's 
6 right by my house. Tf don't want that alignment. I'm here. 
7 I'm going to make sure." 
8 we are still at the constructive criticism part of 
9 this. You can see alignments up there, and quite frankly, 
10 some of these alignments, because of environmental law, we 
11 any have to study, just because by the time we get to 

building the project and somebody says, "well, you didn't 
13. study that alignment; therefore, your Environmental Impact 
14 Report is flawed and now you got to go back to the drawing 
15 board." But if you see something you don't like, it’s okay 
16 to say, “You know, I really don't like this project. It 
17 = goes right through my front yard. ft goes through my back 
18 yard. It goes right by my school. I don't want it to go 
19 through certain areas." And that's great. 
20 But T just want you to know that as you look at these 
21 ~=alignments, nothi S set in stone. I'm going to tell you 
22 that we have worked very hard to assemble money for this 
23 »=project. And although there's not a lot of tng Ba it, 
24 most_of the alignments you see cost in the neighborhood of 
25 $3 billion dollars. So let's not all get too excited yet 


our federal delegation and mayoe hopefully our state 
delegation in conjunction with a high-speed rail bond to go 
find 3 billion bucks. It's not so easy, especially in 
these economic times. 
T look forward to hearing your comments. T look 
Page 3 
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2 because it's going to be John's job and my job, along with 
3 

4 

5 
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forward to reall getting to the point where we can get and 
say, "Let's go * the mosey we now have a project.” 
And that's something in the last 12 or 13 years we have not 
had, is the ability to say. “we now agree on this. Wwe now 
need to move forward to find the money” 

So, again, thank you all for coming here. John, thank 
yon, For doing this. There you go. Thank you all very 
much, 

MR. FARLY: Welcome, Thank you all for being here. 
wy name is David Early. I am a consultant helping out with 
the BART to Livermore Extension Project, working *or BART. 
T am very glad to see so many of you here. As Scott and 
John have already explained to you, we're really here this 
evening to talk about the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
that’s been published, to describe and evaluate the nine 
possible alignment alternatives for a BART to Livermore 
extension. 

we're going to be having a short presentation this 
evening that Malcolm Quint will do, and r'll introduce 


Malcolm in just a minute. And then we're going to 
immediately open it up to take your comments about the 
EIR. 

Now, technically what we're doing this evening is we're 
going to hear your comments on the EIR. Theoretically you 
all have had a chance to look at that EIR. There are 
copies in the back, if you haven't had a chance to look at 
it again. And by law, what we're here to learn about this 
evening is whether you have any concerns or issues about 
the content of that EIR, whether you think that the EIR 
adequately covers the alternatives and describes their 

mpacts. 

we, of course, are very happy to hear ue opinions 
about the alignments themselves, but technically, this is 
the hearing on the Draft Environmental Impact Report, and 
we went to make sure that we cover that legal requirement 
as well. 

we are in the middle of what's now a 75-day, 
two-and-a-half month comment period on the EIR. The EIR 
was published on November 5th. The comment period will run 
until January 21st. So if you have not had a chance to 
look at the EIR, you can pet a copy of it peel ly by 
signing up at the back table -- not the sign-in sheet that 
you signed in at -- but there's a second sheet that says CD 
Request Form, and if you sign up for that, we will mail you 


aco 4 | of the FIR that you can then read on screen or 
print all thousand pages yourself on your printer. If you 
would like to v4 one, you can do so as well, but they are 
actually over a hundred dollars because of all the printing 
involved, and that’s why we're making it available 
electronically. we're also saving trees that wy. They 
are available at the public libraries as well, the main 
library right at City Hall, as well the Pleasanton and 
Dublin libraries. 

So there are many ways to get them. You can comment on 
the FIR until January 2ist, and then as Supervisor Haggerty 
and Director McPartland alluded to, we are just at the 
beginning of a process. We are then going to respond to 
all the comments made. There will then be a memorandum 
published by BART staff looking at a preferred alignment, 
There will then be additional city meetings and ultimately 
a BART board decision about it. And that's just the end of 
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18 the first planning process. Then there | be a whole 

19 second planning process to look at the details of the plan. 
20 So there's many, many steps to go before anything is 

21 = decided, 

22 So that gives you a little bit of overview of where 

23 ~we're headed. Malcom will pe through some of those same 

24 ~=points again in his slide show. And so because of that, T 
ae want to turn it over to Malcolm Quint, who is the project 

1 manager of this extension. He is a BART sta#* member and 

2 he will be making a presentation about the extension and 

3 the alignment alternatives. Malcolm. 

4 MR. QUINT: Thank David, and thank you all 

5 again for coming out tonight. T also want to say before T 
6 start that we understand that there's another conflicting 

7 meeting that some people here may have to go to. And so 

£ ar her I finish my presentation, we'll hold a formal public 

earing. 

10 we have a court reporter that wil] take your comments 
11 verbatim. But TI want to give the opportunity to those 

12. people who have another meeting they have to go to. So 

13 please let them speak first so they can speak and enter 

14. «their comments into the record and go to another meeting if 
15 they have to. 

16 So with that, let me start. And my first slide is what 
17 =we're up to. November 5th is when we published the Draft 
18 Program FIR. f need to emphasize it's been said this is a 
19 Program EIR which is gasenese lly a higher-level document. 
20 Tt does not allow us to go straight to construction. 

21 The objective of what we're trying to do now is to pick 
22 a preferred alignment and then go on and preserve a 

23 ~=right-of-way. So that’s our main objective to start with, 
24 + is to seek agreement as to what the alignment should be, 
ard and that's what we're doing now. 

1 In terms of the program objectives, these are al] 

2. = things that I'm sure you could guess at without me even 

3 saying. We want to increase transit ridership. We want to 
4 reduce congestion on the freeway and multiple roads. we 

5 also want to promote economic development locally. 

6 In addition, we also know that we have to comply with 

7 various policies. BART has a system expansion policy. The 
8 Metropolitan Transportation Commission, which provides 

9 funding for the region and transportation, also has 

10 policies that have to be adhered to, as well as there is 

11 new policies with the state, with Senate 6111 375, in terms 
12. of greenhouse gas emissions. So we're all aware of that. 
13 +But primarily we're looking to see what benefits we can 

14 give to the community in terms of increased eigeran yi 

15 economic development, and also freeway congestion relief. 
16 T'm going to go into the various alternatives. I'm 

17. «sorry, T know that green is a little hard to read. our 

18 alignments are organized by the terminus station. Wwe move 
19 from east to west. So we start with Greenville East; it 

20 has three alternatives. And then a terminus station at 

21 Vasco where the Vasco A station currently is, that has two 
22 alternatives. Downtown Livermore has two alternatives. 
23 And then there are two one-station alternatives, one to 

24 Isabel off 580 and one to Tsabel/Stanley. And T'm going to 
yas go through each of these in detail, but T just wanted to 

1 get a sense of overview of how they go. 

2 On the ones that have two stations, the numbered ones 
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without the letter are the alignments that go scong T-580, 
e 


and the ones with the letters are aligned -- that leave the 
Treeway around E] Charro. So let me go through each one of 
ndividually. 


So Alternative 1, Greenville East, is the freeway 
median alignment. It has an intermediate station at Isabel 
I-580 there, and it continues out to a site at Greenville 

10 just south of the freeway. we call this site Greenville 

11 Fast. The red patchy area here is a yard and shop site for 

12. BART. Then we have trail tracks that 99 beyond the station 

13 site. So the station site for Greenville East is right 

14 +around there. At the very eastern end is where we go 

15 aerially out of the freeway alignment, and then under the 

16 freeway to our station. 

17 Another way to get to Greenville East is through 

18 downtown. In this alignment, we leave the freeway around 

19 +€1/ Charro in an aerial Si emment, go through the Chain of 

20 Lakes, through the earry area, and then on to the uP 

21 alignment here. with a first station in downtown 

22. ~=Livermore, we follow the uP alignment, the one that ACE 

23 currently runs on, to the Greenville East station and again 

24 to the yard site gust beyond it. 

25 Alternative 1b is very simple. It's the same 


3 
4 
. 
6 those 
7 
8 
9 


1 alignment, except here just to the east of downtown, it 

2 goes on the SP alignment to get to the Greenville East 

3. «Station. So it's a slight variation on one end. 

4 So Alternative 2 they both have the terminus station at 

5 Vasco where the A Station is. Alternative 2 is along the 

6 ‘freeway with a station at Isabel and 580, leaving the 

7 rreseny in an aerial alignment around Las Positas, 

8 traveling down Las Positas to the uP right-o1 way 

9 the Vasco station. And the station is actually here, and 

10 just beyond the station is where the proposed yard and shop 

11 =6site is. Again, the trail tracks beyond the station. 

12 The next alternative to Vasco leaves the freeway at El 

13 Charro -- again, all these roads are similar in an aerial 

14. alignment through the Chain of Lakes to the quarries on to 

1S UP with a station in downtown and then continuing on the uP 

7 alignment to the Vasco station with a yard in the same 
Spot. 

18 Alternative 3 are two variations with the terminus 

19 station in downtown. The first one goes along I-580 with a 

20 station at Isabel/I-580. Then there we underground. In 

21 = this case, we go underground under Portola and then under 

22 junction, so the station itself will be underground and 

23 downtown near the downtown A Station with a yard just east 

24 of that station with trail tracks in the uP corridor. 

25 Alternative 3a goes aerial out of the freeway at F1 


to go to 


1 Charro, and in this station there's an intermediate station 

2 at Tsabel/Stanley along the uP corridor and then continuing 

3 on the uP corridor to downtown. 

4 Now, Alternative 3 is different than the other 

5 alternatives along this corridor. Wwe looked at the 

6 variation where it would be aerial going into downtown. 

7 And the station in downtown would actua y be up in the air 

8 with space below it, and the yard comi ack to that grade 
with the yard just beyond to the east of the same location. 

10 Now, the two one-station extensions. Alternative 4 is 

11 a one-station extension on the freeway median stopping at 

12. ~Tsabel/I-580. The concept of this was really to look at 

13. +=the phasing possibilities. we can't se one of these 
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14 alternatives all at once, but we could potentially phase 
15 it. Wwe wanted to look at what the impacts of that are 
16 because it would be different if we stopped for a period of 
17 time at this station. But it is its own alternative. So 
18 this alternative we just stop at Isabel/I-580. 
19 And the last of the alignments is also a one-station 
20 extension where it stops at Isabel/Stanley. It's the same 
21 =aerial alignment through the Chain of Lakes onto UP but 
22 stopping at Ttsabel/Stanley and not 9g ing any further. 
23. =This, too, could be phased. It could be phased in 
24 cone snutbg on as Alternative 3a where it goes to downtown 
25 aor potentially down to Vasco. 


So let me just review some of what these alternatives 

2 do. This is just all the alignments composite. This is a 
3. chart of the program objectives comparison. These are 

4 ditferent various objectives. I'm not going to go through 
5 this slide in detail, just some highlig ts. They all 

6 increase BART ridership. They all fully satisfy those. 

7 The hashed ones are ones that were only partially 

8 satisfied; for instance, on economic benefits. And if it's 
9 an empty -- like this, the mTC ToD Policy -- at this stage, 
10 +=they’re not satisfied in this case. And then in the case 
11 of cost-effectiveness, we haven't yet calculated it. So 

12.» «that’s still to be determined is what that means. 

13 So conditionally, they all satis*ied our objectives. 

14 ~The economic benefits -- in this case, the combination of 
15 downtown and Vasco provide the maximum TOD potentials. at 
16 the other sites, there is some potential, but they are not 
17. ‘totally satisfied. Wwe also recognize that the quarry site 
18 have very limited potential there. That one, we have it as 
19 not satisfying. 

20 In reer & cney satisfy our expansion policy. They 
21 all protect the environment, and they all do a good job of 
22 reducing greenhouse gases. And there is a table up here 

23. +that we have that quantifies many of these benefits and 

24 puts numbers to them. And actually, this is that table. 

25 And again, I don't want to go into detail. This is not 


really a very good Power Point slide. TI know you can’t 

2 read this very well. Essentially, though, one of the 

3. things TI want to say about ridership is the two-station 

4 alternatives all have increased BART ridership between 

5 about 30,000 and 32,000. They are very similar. There are 
6 some differences. The one-station extension increased BART 
7 ridership around 20,000. i i 

8 Those are very healthy ridership numbers. We're not 

9 talking about the entries and exits of stations would be 
10 greater at this. This is actually new people coming to 

11 = BART that didn't ride BART previous ly. I should also say 
12 that the year that this is analyzed for ts the year 2035. 
13 That's one of the requirements is to get as well into the 
14 future to anticipate what the benefits in the future would 
15 be, SOT just want to also make clear. 

16 There 1s, however, major variations in the amount of 
17. vehicle miles traveled reduced, but they are all what we 
18 would consider high numbers. So it does do a good job of 
19 reducing the vehicle miles traveled, which is also an 

20 important indicator of some of the other environmental 
21 benefits that feed into air quality, some of the energy 

22. = savings and other things. So again, this information is 
23 available. we have it here tonight. But just to let you 
24 know it is available. 
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And then we know that one of the key things that people 


are interested in is the amount of freeway congestion it 
would be for the project. TI have to aay always that BART 
is not a magic bullet. It will not magically relieve all 
the congestion during peak hours on 1-580. But it will 
help. what we're finding generally -- again, I’m not going 
to go through each alternative -- essent igh the red 
segments of the freeway are areas where it 5s pM ad 
gets worse. The yellow is where it improves but not 
significantly, and the green segments are segments we 
improved si nificantly compared to no building. 

Basically what the story of this is the further the 
station is to the east, the more congestion relief there is 
on the freeway. But the red elements, what we do see is 
that we are an attractor. BART running more access to 
various locations attracts more trips over the Altamont. 
And that's wy there is red segments over here on the east 
around Greenville Road because we acral ly are attracting 
more trips to get To BART than versus no build, because 
people are mak ng the trips because they now use BART to go 
to destinations further to the west that previously they 
just couldn't. They didn't make the trip. 

This segment here is already failing. So it's already 
a failing segment that we made worse. We have to 
acknowledge that. If we make a segment significantly 
worse, we acknowledge that. Tf we make a segment 


significantly better, we also point that out. 

And now the next slide has got a little teeth. It's 
what Scott mentioned. And this is the bottom line of how 
much these different projects cost. The two-station 

modents vary between about 3 billion and 3.8 billion. The 

ighest one is downtown Vasco, the 2a. The one-station 
extensions are about -- well, they vary between 1.1 billion 
and 1.6 billion. 1.1 is for just extending out to 
Tsabel/1I-580. It's the shortest alignment, 5.2. And then 
going down to Tuapes (ee 16y is 1.6. 

So this includes -- we have to say it includes the cost 
of shops and yards and vehicles. These are fully loaded. 
cost is everything. So there's quite a bit of cost there. 
And we know that. As Scott said, we have a chal lenge 
before us. x : 

The one-station extensions do not include a shop and 
yard. BART is challenged by not having a shop or yard in 
this area. Right now, our trains are coming out of -- 
actually the Daly city yard. So that is fairly 
constrained, And so in the future that's one of the issues 
is to run our operations. we need facilities to store 
trains and also to service them. 

So that’s a lot of money. So the next slide is 
potential sources. we're working to put actual numbers on 
this. Wwe started in our process, but not yet to a point 


where we have any confidence -- ready to show that to you 
yet. 

But here are different various sources. The current 
Measure B is what is bats this study, and there is some 
money dedicated to the T-580 corridor there. Also Measure 
63. That's talking about potentially a future Measure 6, a 
third round of Measure B. 

The next few, AB 1171, Regional Measure 1, and Future 
Bridge Tolls, those are all related to bridge toll 
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10 ‘funding. And we do have some aay from some of these 
11 courses. when we say “program,” that means who's funding 
12. this program dedicated to T-580. But most of it is 
13. dedicated for right-of-way preservation. And that's the 
14s stage we are in right now, 
15 1-580 Hot Lane. That is another potential source of 
16 future revenue. City of Livermore Traffic Impact Fees. 
17. “San Joaquin County Measure K2 has some money allocated 
18 already in a norma) station with ACE and BART. State 
19 funds. High speed rail bond money. And then going after 
20 = federal mony and federal “high priority projects’ as well 
21 «as public-private partnerships. So this is the very early 
22. ~=stages of developing a funding plan. It certainly is key 
23 to go into construction, fs having our funding in place. 
24 Then now in terms of next steps. again, this is a 
25 program document. The objective is to figure out what is 


1 the preferred alignment and then preserve the right-of-way. 
2 But then we have to go to a project-specific document 

3. that’s going to be even more detailed and be even fatter 

4 than the document we have out now, and will go into more 

5 detail on all the impact areas and focus more on design. 

6 So right now we have a very limited amount of engineering 

7 design involved in this. We have to do a higher level -- 

8 design to a niger percent. 

9 we would also compare different modes. we're lookin 
10 at BART now, but in a project-specific document, we woul 

11 consider other technologies in the corridor. And we would 
12 continue the funding. But primarily the right-of-way 

13s preservation can begin right after the Program EIR is 
14 ~=certified. So that’s what's going to be going on more 

15 immediately in terms of next steps. 
16 My final slide is upcoming public meetings. we're here 
17. «tonight, December 2nd. we've added a third public hearing 
18 on January 6 at the Pleasanton City Council. And I also 
19 want to recognize the City of Livermore is having its own 
20 workshops; one next Thursday, December 10th. They already 
21 ~=had on November 12th. Those are 6:30 to 9:30 in the Shrine 
22 Events Center. And then we've also extended the public 
23 comment period from our last getty f we've extended it 30 
24 days to January 21st. So you have onger to submit written 
25. comments, and also we have another public hearing in 


Pleasanton. 

2 And at the bottom of this is how you can submit. There 
3 are various ways you can speak tonight. It will be 

4 transcribed by our court reporter and will be submitted to 
5 us in writing. You can provide a written comment tonight 

6 if you want to. There's a box in the back. Or you can 

7 write me. Either write me by regular postal mail, and the 
8 address is up here and_on various literature we've handed 

9 out. Or you can e-mail me at the barttolivermore.org. 

10 They accept comments by e-mail. 


11 So with that, let me turn it back over to David, we're 
12. «going to formally start the public hearing part. 
13 MR. EARLY: Malcom, thank you very much for that 


14. presentation. we are going to open the public hearing 

15 right away. T have just a few housekeeping items to make 
16 sure everybody understands what we're doing. First, IT do 
17 =want to make sure that everyone has signed in as they came 
18 in, It's very hg pe to do that so we know how many 

19 people have been here and also so that we can put you on 
20 our e-mail mailing list to alert you aves future steps in 
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21 ~=this process. 
22 Second, IT want to say again that what we're really 
23 focusing on here tonight are comments on the EIR. we're 
24 ee ahh not in the position to answer questions tonight. 
25. +f you have a very simple question, we will try and answer 


1 it, but most questions are going to go into the record and 

2 will then receive a response in the final EIR itsel*?. 

3 By law, we have to respond to every comment that we 

4 receive here tonight, and we will do that in the final EIR 

5 that will be published after the January 21st close of the 

6 comment period. So if you haven't had a chance to look at 

7 the EIR itself, I really encourage you to do that. 

8 AS T mentioned, there are copies in the back of this 
room. There are copies at the local libraries. You can 

10 sign up at the back of the room to get a copy of it on cD. 

11 =It will be mailed to you. Those are all ways to get a copy 

12. of the document. And if you don’t feel ready to give your 

13 comments tonight, you can submit them in writing any time 

14 ~=through January 21st. The simplest way to remember to do 

15 that is to look at the Bart to Livermore web site, which is 

16 = barttolivermore.org. 

17 Also if you prefer to make your comments orally and 

18 don't want to do it this evening, there is one more 

19 hearing, as we mentioned, on January 6th in Pleasanton. 

20 ~All three hearings are the same. So if you come to one and 

21 made that comment at one hearing, you don't need to come 

22 again. You'll have done it already. 

23 Any of you who were at our last sep sSblas you're 

24 ~=certainly welcome to speak again this evening, but there is 

25. «no reason that you need to speak again. In fact, if a 


comment is made this evening and you agree with it, you're 
2 certainly welcome to come to the podium also, but saying it 
3 again won't get it responded to any more in the EIR. So, 
4 you don't have to repeat a comment that's already been 
5 made. Every comment, once it’s made once, will receive a 
6 response. 
7 we do have a court reporter this evening. Because of 
8 that, I ask you as you come to the podium to state your 
9 mame very clearly. She is going to type your name into the 
10 ~record, and if you have a name that's difficult to spell, 
11 pieaas do spell it for her as well. Wwe would wary much 

jke to have an accurate record of who you were when you 
made your comment. 
14 So the way we're going to do this is just to ask you to 
15 come here to the microphone. we're going to turn this a 
16 =6little so you can be speaking both to the assembled panel 
17. —=s~+here as well as to the audience. If you can just come up 
18 to the microphone, we'll just take people in line. Please 
19 don’t hesitate to line up so that we can move through 
20 ~=—s pretty Guery: 
21 we would like you to limit your comments to about three 
22. =minutes, I'm going to be timing them, and if you get to 
23 two-and-a-half or so minutes, we will give you a warning 
24 and then ask you to wrap up. 
25 we do, as Malcom said, we know there are some people 


T believe it’s called the Cultural arts Council. 
you're needing to go to that meeting, we would welcome you 
to come up first. 
So let me ask now, are there folks on their way to that 
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6 other meeting who would like to come up right away and make 
7 a comment? Please come on ue 
8 we do have a panel of folks sitting up here who will 
9 listen to you. we have Director McPartland, who you've 
10 already met. we have Bil] Hurrell from WSA who is the lead 
11 consultant on the extension, and we have Dick wenzel, who 
12. ~was the chief engineer on figuring out the preliminary 
13. engineering for the alignments. So again, we can't answer 
14 eB questions, but T* you have very general questions 

t 


15 =! will be available to answer them. And they are just 
16 available to listen to your comments. 

7 50 please, go ahead and state your name and make your 
18 comments. 

19 MS. KING: Jean King. I'm very short. what Tf 


20 think is very important are two things, that it go to a 

21 downtown station and a vasco station. And T think the best 
22 ~=route for doing that is coming down Portola underground to 
23 go to the downtown and then go to Vasco. And I don't 


24 elieve we have an_ option like that. So that I’m hoping SL 
a that you will really do that option. Because when IT look & 


1 at where you go downtown and vasco, which would come to the 
2 quarry, that shows a really high ridership thing. But it 

3 would be much shorter to come to Portola and it would be 

4 underground. So I'm hoping that you will study that with 

5 the EIR for that time. 

6 MR. FARLY: Thank you, Ms. King. If there is 

7 anybody else coming to the meeting please get in line. 

8 MS. SCHMIDT: Hello. ny name is Jim Schmidt. Tf 

9 belong to the City Arts Commission, and also the LCAC which 
10 =iS meeting tonight. I'm also affiliated with Livermore 

11 Valley Opera. Now, we haven't taken formal votes on this, 
12 so I'm speaking as a citizen, not as a representative of 
13 those group. But T second Jean King’s comments, that T 

14 ~believe the proper station would be downtown Livermore 

15 followed by Vasco. 

16 But T want to speak to the reasons to some degree. The 
17. Arts Commission is working to bring arts in various ways to 
18 Livermore. we want to benefit the Livermore citizens, but 
19 also open to the outside. And I think having BART downtown 
20 really opens up the city and says,"we want to be a part of §2.1 
21 the Bay Area. We want to be a part of the BART system." : 
22 _ And T can give you one example in opera. We often have 
23 singers who come from San Francisco. And the point was 

24 made that they have to take an expensive taxi ride from 

25 Pleasanton or one of us has to go there and try to meet 


them on the train and then take them back that night. so 
BART in the center of our city, we're developing culture 
and performing arts would be a great benefit. 

MR. EARLY: Thank you, Mr. Schmidt. Next speaker. 
You're also going to the commission meeting? 

MR. ALEXANDER: Yes. My name is Len Alexander. T 
happen to be the chair of the Arts Commission, but I am 
also a sta*f member at LVPAC. Those of you who know me 
won't be surprised that T‘'m in favor of the downtown Vasco 
Road Route 2a which creates great ridership and satisfies 
11 all but one of the program objectives, alt h not for the] 53.1 


J 
Sowvauawnns 
a 


12. ~reason that most people think. Lvpac's two theaters will 
13. certainly benefit from a downtown station, although only 
14 «about 10 percent of our audience will likely use BART. 
15 IT support the downtown station for the positive impact 
16 that it will have on the city’s proposed redevelopment, and 
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17s the service it will provide to the residents, merchants and 
18 businesses that will populate the new downtown. The T-580 s 
19 stations will, in my_opinion, do nothing for the downtown. 3.1 
20 In fact, future development around those stations could cont. 
21 ~=svery easily destroy the downtown as we know it. It would 
22 be a shame for BART to finally come to Livermore and not 
23 come to the downtown. 


24 MR. EARLY: Thank you. Anybody else to that 
es meeting? Ts there anybody else who wants to speak who will 


1 be going to the LCAC meeting tonight? One soaker coming 
: up. Why don't you go ahead sir, and you could come up 
next. 

4 MR, HTLLER: My name is Christopher Hiller. My 

5 main speaking is related to the Stanley/Tsabel stop. T 
6 believe that that is too close to the Granada High School. 

7 The station there would bring a lot of traffic from out of 
8 town. T believe the high school would be affected by S41 
9 increased crime, traffic, noise, pollution. Tf think we'd 

10 = see drugs and alcohol within the BART system itself which 

11 sf've seen already in Dublin and in other areas. we've 

12. already experienced a lot of crime going on inside of the 

13. BART system itself. TI just hate to see that problem flow 

14 into residual areas. Thanks. 

15 MS. BANKHEAD: Nancy Bankhead, Livermore Cultural 

16 arts Vice president. It's my understanding that what isn't 

17. ~—s studied in the ETR now cannot be done later. If you go to $5.1 
18 downtown Livermore, then it doesn't go out to Vasco, and 

19 that's not been studied from downtown to Vasco. 

20 MR. QUINT: Just a point of clarification. we're 

21 ~=not limited -- for instance, the alternative that was 

22 suggested first, of going down Portola to downtown and then 

23 «on to Vasco, it essentially is a variation of something we 

24 have studied even though it’s different. In the 
Aios project-specific document, we could alter that and look at 

1 that as a preferred alternative. we're not precluded -- we 

2 haven't studied it at this point, but if people come up 

3 with ideas that are variations, such as that, it doesn't 

4 preclude us from looking at that. 

5 MS. BANKHEAD: Okay. 

6 MR, EARLY: All right. Thank you for your comment. 

7 Ts there anyone else going to the LCAC meeting? Okay. 

8 John Stein is the next speaker then. 

9 MR. STEIN: Thank you. ay name is John Stein. T 

10 basically support Option 1, Tf think it's a good plan. 56.1 
11 «I've been for it for a long time. And it has the greatest . 
12 Bee pate J of Bringing BART to Livermore in my lifetime 

ased upon costs and ridership, and time to get people from 
14. ~as far east as possible off 580. 
15 There ts two other issues, though, that I have 
16 b paged on. The first is what was the procedure for 
etermining the TOD potential for the various stations? 

18 Comments were made like there's industrial land or 
19 low-density residential land around the stations, and that | $6.2 
20 can be converted. But what is the elasticity or 
21» =flexibility in doing that? So I wondering t the 
22 procedure was and what the uncertainties are in determining 
23. =the TOO potential of the various stations. 
24 The second fs T attended the City of Livermore dialogue 
25. series. The comments there basically supported the $6.3 


downtown station, underground, either coming from Stanley 
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2 or along Portola, with two conditions, emer ed that noise 
3. be limited without the use of sound walls, which basically 
4 would require that it be an underground station. And 56.3 
5 second is that parking downtown be limited so there would 
G not be a large parking lot eating up a large area of the cont. 
7 downtown. 
8 IT guess the question is can that be done without having 
9 a freeway station with a great deal of parking and easy 
10 access? Thank you. 
11 MR. EARLY: Thank you, Mr. Stein. Those are 
12. ~= perfect wep les -- and Mr. Stein knows this, but others 
13. +~may not -- those are perfect examples of questions we 
14 ~—s cannot answer now, but we will answer in the Final EIR. 
15 MS. LENZ: My name is Denise Lenz, L-E-N-Z. Tf 
16 reside at Third and Maple. Although T hear that quite a 
17. few people are interested in the station downtown, T have 
18 some major concerns about that. 
19 First of all, IT moved to Livermore for the historical 
20 value for downtown. T think if you put an aerial view 
21 tracks coming into downtown, that's going to deteriorate 
22 and diminish local charm. Tf also don’t believe that if $7.1 
23 BART comes into downtown it's going to bring that much 
24 «traffic in to utilize the theaters, that most beans use 
a BART for commuting purposes, and i# you leave it out along 
1 the highway, you'll get a lot more transportation benefit. 
2 T'm also concerned with the downtown station being four 
3 blocks from Livermore High School. Tf work for San Leandro 
4 Police Department. Tf am very aware of all of the tmpacts 87.2 
5 of having a BART station in town. Wwe have two. with the = 
6 stations out on the freeway, there's easier access for BART 
7 police to respond. If there's a downtown station, BART 
8 police would have to come all the way to downtown making 
9 response slower, and impacting our police resources. 
10 So those are my concerns. And T also agree with 
11 =soMr. Stein regarding parking issues. Nobody has addressed 
12. where the parking is going to be downtown. Wwe have one 87.3 
13. small parking lot at this point, and that's going to be . 
14s used not only for both the theaters but also now for BART. 
15 And if that’s the case, that’s a major concern. Thank you 
16 for your time. (Applause) 
17 MR. EARLY: Thank you. This is an opportune time 
18 to paint out that this is not _a popularity contest. So T 
19 would like people to hold their applause or their other 
20 ~=kinds of expressions. Try to hold those so we can listen 
21 to your comments. Thank you. 
22 MR. WEISS: I'm Paul weiss, 396 Adele Street, 
23 Livermore. while It would benefit most from a station on 
24 Tsabel on 580, T would think that would be the worst place 
as to put a station. I would also encourage downtown because | S8.1 
1 of the dilution of traffic -- of developed traffic and 
2 Sever creeat -- by encouraging development up north in our 
3 area that is part of our northern SOUneETY s I really want 
4 to discourage that. And I'd like to see it go downtown. 
5 Tf you have to go overhead, I'd like you to keep in 
6 mind that it shouldn't look like Second Avenue and what 
7 that does to businesses; that some kind of development plan 
8 be made so that much of the downtown does not get shut down $8.2 
9 fora Jong parted of time while the construction is done. ro 
10 =so that should be a part of the design right from the 
11s start, that it phases in. 
12 T would prefer the underground to downtown, and of 
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13 course, we have to go out to Vasco so that we can bypass cont 
14 «=the commuters that would then otherwise come into downtown. ‘ 
15 One last comment. T was here in '63, and IT remember 
16 those statements that said, “well, you're not in the first §8.3 
17s plan of BART, but you'll get it in the first expansion of 
18 BART." T've been paying for it since. 
19 MR. EARLY: Thank you very much. Next comment. 
20 MR. GOORTCH: My name is Anthony Godrich. 5746 
21 + ODaphne Drive in Livermore. I'm support "9 Alternative 1. $9.1 
22 + T also think 4 would work well if you're looking for a 


23 + =project to push it through. 


24 what IT really have a concern about, though, is this 
ares high-density housing and development around the stations 


1 that seems to be called for. Tf don’t want to see another 
2 Dublin. fEvery time t drive down the freeway, i look at $9:2 
3 Dublin. It's just an urban sprawl at its worst. I've 
4 watched -- T started in San Jose when T got into my career. 
5 I'm over here now. But T watched San Jose do the same 
6 thing, and TI really don't want to see Dublin urban sprawl] 
7 spread out through Livermore as well. 

8 t do believe that the station in Greenville will stop a 

9 lot of the commute traffic that goes down through the 

10 ~=corridor that's coming over from Tracy, which T think is a 

11.~—s large portion of the traffic that goes through. T know if 

12 I try to get on the freeway in the morning now, I have to 

13. sit and wait while all the people from Tracy ride on 

14 ~=through, which kind of bothers me. But T don’t take that 

15 freeway anyway to work. 

16 So the BART extension for me, it's not going to help me 

17. —s commute until sey do one to San Jose. Then quite possibly $9.3 
18 TI can move by taking BART to Livermore on through down to 

19 San Jose. R a now I have to get off BART and get ona 

20 bus or something like that. That's quite frankly not going 

21 = to work. 

22 So those are my concerns. The main thing T don't want 

23 to see is urban sprawl] take over Livermore. I moved to 

24 ~=Livermore because it didn't have that feel. It had more of 

25. a rural community, and T like the way Livermore is 


developing and T don't want to see the high-density, four- 
2. or five-h gh story structures around BART stations. TI 
don't think that's what Livermore wants. Thank you. 


3 
4 MR. EARLY: Thank you. Next comment. 
5 MR, WIDMAYER: Clay widmayer. I'd like to urge th 
= BART board to support Option 2a, the downtown Vasco 
e 
8 
$10.1 


alignment. And TI think there's three reasons why 2a is th 

best alternative to Livermore. 
9 First, the location of a downtown station would have 
10 =the greatest overall benefit to the economy and citizens of 
ll Livermore. The economic benefits of BART will only be 
12 realized if it goes to where our retail, entertainment and 
13 hi is located. The Bankhead Theater, the cinemas and 
14 ~the adjacent retail stores and restaurants would all 
15 benefit from the increased accessibility from a downtown 
16 = station. 
17 Secondly, the downtown Vasco alignment would have the 
18 greatest effect in reducing traffic. According to the ETR, 
19 Chapter 3.15, the downtown Vasco alignment would reduce the 
20 vehicle-miles traveled by 25 percent more than the 
21 Greenville alignment and over twice as_much as the I-580/ 
22 Tsabel alignment. Those are the two alignments that go 
23 along the interstate. 
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And finally, the downtown Vasco alignment would result 
in greatest energy savings of any of the nine alignments; 


46 percent more than the Greenville option, and again, over] S10.1 
cont. 


twice as much as the Tsabel/580 alignment. And again, 
those are from Chapter 3.15 in the EIR itself. 

So in conclusion, t'd like to encourage you to make the 
alignment decision based on which option provides the 
greatest benefit in the environment, the economy, in the 
reduction of traffic problems. 

I'd like to say one more thing. TI do support the 
statement by a pres tous speaker, and T urge you to consider 
in the EIR a hybrid alignment, which is a combination of 
the Portola alignment and the downtown Vasco alignment, 
essentially bringing the lines in on Portola, but extending 
the station to the Vasco location. Instead of Tsabel/580 
you'd still only have two stations. The train tracks would 
travel underground for most of the or hp. Vetter and that 
would address the concerns of people who worry about noise 
but it would still allow the trains to go into downtown 
Livermore. 

So please consider a di alignment of 2a and Option 
3 in the future EIR. Thank you. 

MR. EARLY: Thank you. Next comment. 
MR. WILLTAMS: Good erent ag. My name is Dave 
williams. TI live in the city of Livermore. 

r'd like to start with a question. People in the city 
of Livermore for the past 46 years have been paying extra 


taxes. It's estimated that we've paid $260 million 
dollars, and that's in taxes. At this point, how much 
money or how much funding does BART have for this project? 

MR. EARLY: Those are questions that we can answer 
in the final ETR, but we're not here to answer questions. 

MR. WILLIAMS: Tt has nothing to do with the EIR. 
You certainly should know how much money you've got. 

MR. MCPARTLAND: Right now, we don't have funding 
for the project as an agency. 

MR. WILLTAMS: Tn other words, you have no money 
now. 

MR. MCPARTLAND: BART as an agency? 

MR, WILLTAMS: No, for this project. 

MR. MCPARTLAND: For this proieces we don't have a 
ar gee source for funding for this project. At this 
point. 

MR. WILLTAMS: Oh, okay. So the 260 million has 
been spent, and you don't have other money « Okay. Based 
on that, California has got 12 and a hal percent 
unemployed, and we need a project. The two projects that 
cost the least are the one that ends on the Uitgae = and 
the other one that you call the Quarry Project. why don't 
we put these on the ballot so that the people would vote, 
and get that decided in a few months and get the go-ahead 
with one of those projects, 


Personally, IT favor the freeway because the downtown 
options will get most of Livermore a lot more noise and air 
pollution and crime. t'd like to see, after all these 
years, something done. The estimate was made in the last 
meeting by the BART director that it would be 10 to 25 
years, O* course, 25 years means the $3 million dollar 
ones. And when T look around here, a lot of people are my 
age. We're not going to be around a years. Tt would 
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9 be nice to enjoy what we've been paying for all these " 
10 years. Thank you. 
11 MR. EARLY: Thank you. 
12 MR. HALLIE: My name is Ed Hallie. TI want to 


13. address the environmental impacts since that’s what this 

14. meeting is about. So as far as the environmental impact is 
15 concerned, If am for all alignments to go along the freeway. 
16 For one thing, we got a lot of room to build stations in 

17s any configuration you want, whether you stop at Isabel, 

18 Tsabel/vVasco or isabel/Greenville. You hardly impact 

19 anyone by doing that. 

20 The worst alignment IT believe -- and T disagree with 

21 many people here -- is the Portola alignment. The reason IT 
22 believe that's the worst ts because of the maintenance yard 
23 at the end of the alignment. Tf understand reading the 

24 environmental report back there that we expect at least 60 

25. +DVs of noise or more continuously from that yard. And 


$12.2 


there are people who live on the other side of the tracks. 

2 A lot of homes in there; a lot of homes coming in are going 

3. to be impacted by the noise. Plus the people in the 

4 historic district is going to be impacted. ‘so that’s my 

; comment. 

7 MS CUNNINGHAM: Thank you. Tracy Cunningham. I'm 
8 here just because I care deeply about having BART come out 
9 here. Tf moved here 30 years ago. Tf want to have BART. 

10 = =And so T hope we're poing to get BART. 

11 and then I'm a theater major. So it's important for me 

12 to have theater come close enough that T can use the 

13 + =transportation to get there. 

14 So the downtown one is the one that I vote for. And 

15 the Portola and the Las Positas will be good for that. 

16 That is my support. 


$13.1 


17 MR. EARLY: Thank you very much. Next comment. 
18 Please spell your name for the record. 
19 MR. BALTZER: Bob Baltzer, B-A-L-T-2-E-R. I'd like 


20 to reiterate my opposition to the two freeway stations 

21 because they would not be funded without breaching the 

22 North Livermore Urban Growth boundary Serene Val Say 

23 supported by the voters in 2005. However, T withdraw my 
prior endorsement of Alternative 2a and substitute a 


Sl4.t 


mix-and-match option of the same stations downtown and 


24 
0038 

1 Vasco. This would have no station at Isabel/580 but would 
2 leave the freeway at Portola, proceed underground 

3 + =Portola and Junction to a subway station downtown, It 

4 could then surface and continue upgrade to the 4 station at 
5 Vasco Road. This would eliminate the impacts of a surface 
6 or elevated route between £1] Charro and downtown. It would 
7 also, incidentally, keep the benefits that Mr. widmayer 

8 spoke of earlier for those two stations. 

9 The impacts of this new route would be mitigated by the 
10 =underground new and existing sound walls and other 

11 mitigarions already planned. A Vasco station would easily 
12. double as a freeway intercept with increased parting and 

13. freeway signage. And it's only a mile from the freeway, 

14 and for me T drive about that far from the freeway to the 
15. Dublin/Pleasanton station. 
16 This option is the best combination of transit-oriented 
17. —s development and intermodal capability at both stations as 
18 well as a freeway and local access without requiring spraw! 
19 with remaining open space for our A a you. 
Page 
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20 MR. EARLY: Thank you, Mr. Baltzer. Next comment. 
21 MS. WHITLOCK: My name is Kirsten Whitlock. T'ma 
22 Livermore resident. T have several questions. 
23 Parking is -- I've lived in the area, in the 
24 aeeval lays for over 20 years, when we moved here, what 
25 + everyone has said already, we’ve been paying extra taxes $15.1 
1 all these years, and my concern is four years of extra 

county taxes for Livermore and towns around us. where did 
3. the money go? 
4 I'm concerned when -~ T understand these are extremely 
5 expensive to build and all that type of thing. I'd like to 
6 know end-to-end costs. For example, if there is a -- §15.2 
7 whatever the end station is for Livermore to let's say 
8 South San Francisco, Tf think that will help people to 
9 understand what the different stops and what those costs 
10 ~=would be. 
11 Parking is -- we have to look at Pleasanton and 
12. Dublin's underbui It parking area that almost inaegsately: 
13. ~when it was built there were parking problems. 
14 ~+6:00 a.m., there is no panied: They have pariloned 
15 numerous -- no matter what route is decided, we need 


$15.3 


a8 multiple-story parking structures to accommodate the extra 
wes 


20 BART. T know that we can't all have the route that someone 
21 pratarabiy wants. I'd like the route, as several have 


18 I agree that the extension triggers more Altamont 

19 traffic. The question about shuttles, how to get around to 

22. mentioned, skipping the Tsabel/580 down to Portola, S154 
23 downtown Livermore up through Vasco. 
24 Greenville at East Station. 1 don't know that that's a 
a0 -- and I disagree with the Isabel/Stanley station. My 

1 other comments -- and T'm reading from his notes -- all 

other options will benefit commuters. 

3 There are multiple reasons why B4RT ts not just a 

4 traffic issue. TI push strongly for the hybrid alignment. 

5 TI hope others support that. 

6 MR. EARLY: Thank you very much. Next comment. 

7 MR. ALLEN: My name is Robert Allen. I'm a former 

8 BART director. TI live at 223 Donner Avenue in Livermore. 

9 To me the cost is the most important element that we 

10 should be discussing tonight, and it is barely mentioned in 

11 one table of the Draft Pre ram ETR. T have gone and 

12 revised a table, put the list of all costs of all of the 

13. alternatives on a sheet of paper. Tf spent 42 bucks of my $16.1 
4 oon money to print this up, so IT felt pretty strongly about 

Se 

16 Of the two one-station alternatives, they are in the 

17. one to one-and-a-hal? billion dollar range. Everything 

18 else is in the $3 billion range. Tf strongly support 

19 Alternative 4, which is a one- station alternative to Tsabel 

20 and t-580 at the present time. I'd like to see it designed 

21 = so that there is a possibility of extension onto pretty 

22. much like Alternative 1 in the freeway median. But then at 

23 Greenville Road, instead Bt going south of the freeway, 

24s stay in the median, curve underneath the real high 
a westbound 1-580 lanes, and go into the SP right-of-way. 516.2 
1 t's about 400 feet wide. ft's the old congressional grant 

2 ~sright-of-way which now the county owns. 

3 There are a number of reasons for saying Alternative 4 

4 at the present time. One is by far the least costly 

Page 17 
BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 5-61 


June 2010 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 5 Responses to Oral Comments on the Draft Program EIR 


12-2-09 hearing. txt 


5 alternative. There is very little earth work or structural 
6 work. There is no great wall. I* you build a BART line 
7 atong an area at grade, which is the cheapest way of $16.2 
8 building, you are basically required with everything you go cont 
9 over or under the BART line. . 
10 The Tsabel/580 station is the only one that is in the 
11 = =direction for all of Livermore. It's easily accessible for 
12. ~=most of Livermore and from the major travel corridors. 
7 MR. FARLY: Mr. Allen, your three minutes are about 
up. 
15 MR. ALLEN: Okay. Well, I do have copies of this. 
16 «=T'm sitting yy front if eayecey would like to get a copy 
17. «that doesn't have it. I'd like to say that there's all 
18 sorts of reasons for favoring having it at 1-580, and for 
19 the time being, Tsabel. 
20 MR. FARLY: Thank you. Thank you for abiding by 
21 =the time restrictions. 
22 MR. O'NETLL: Hello. My name is Tom O'Neill. 
23 I wanted to get back to sprawl a little bit. A number 
24 of people have mentioned the issue of sprawl]. There's a 
> ‘ cautionary tale in Kevin Starr's recent book California On 
4 
1 The Edge. He's the former librarian of California. He 
2 teaches California History at UCLA. And he writes 
3 eloquently and pi of what happened to Fresno as a 
4 result of sprawl. “Fresno. 100 square miles of continuous 
5 and interlocking subdivisions and shopping centers, 
6 extending endlessly to the horizon, provided the most 
7 dramatic example of runaway sprawl in the valley." That's 
8 the Central Valley, of course. 
9 “Tn the 1980s, Fresno’s population had expanded by 
10 63 percent as acre after acre of fine farmland was paved 
11 over to create housing and walls for some 400,000 Fresno $17.1 
12 ~=residents. Longtimers looked with horror as the city famed 
13. = throughout the 50s for its quality of life, became in terms 
14. of sprawl, smog, crime and various forms of social 
15 disfunction a reverse paradigm of its former self." 
16 “a downtown bulletin wall created in the 60s to attract 
17. =shoppers to the central city sat almost_deserted under the 
18 hot sun with sidewalks lined by marginal retail outlets, 
19 advertising their wares to hand-painted signs. with almost 
20 no planning, so it seemed Fresno had spread out from its 
21 ~center in a near frenzy to reach the horizon. As many as 
22 25,000 acres of vacant land had been left behind in this 
23 obsession to expand; enough land, that is, to house 100,000 
24 residents without plowing under even one more acre of | 
a farmland, pulling up one more vine vineyard or extracting 
1 one more fruit tree." 
2 what he's cig ye to me -- at least what T draw from 
3 reading that -- 1s that we have to maintain the center of 
4 arevity in Livermore. we've done a bet § very good job, an 
5 exceptional job, up to now doing that with our po | 
6 Livermore Northern Urban Growth Boundary. I'm really 
7 afraid if we run BART along the freeway we will upset the 
8 whole center of gravity of Livermore, and we will be moving 
9 down the road of Fresno. So I hope everybody will take 
7 that danger very, very much under consideration. Thank 
ou. 
12 ? MR. EARLY: Thank you, Mr. O'Neill. You came in 
13s right at three minutes, 
14 MS. WALTZ: Hello. I’m Esther waltz. 
15 Tt vote for the downtown thing. I've experienced a BART | S18 | 
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16 station, namely Pleasanton and Dublin. Wwe often say you 
17. «can't even hear yourself think. TI've gone to the downtown, 
18 and I've experienced the downtown stations like Lake 
19 Merritt and downtown San Francisco. tt's the downtown 
20 underground are far quieter. $18.1 
21 T realize they cost more to build, and T understand cont. 
22 about the budget crisis, but please, you know, with the 
23 = =planning and stuf and the promise to keeping the historic 
24 charm of Livermore. sut T do find the downtown thing would 
25 help bring revenues for our downtown businesses. But also 


1 1 find that downtown -- because I'm oftentimes still 

2 = planning my trips while I'm sitting at the platform waiting 
3 for my trains. 

4 MR. EARLY: Okay. Thank you very much. 

5 MS. RAYMOND: My name is Valerie Raymond. Tf just 

6 wanted to start by pointing out that the Alternative 

7 carries the most ridership, the least cost -- it's about 

8 two thirds and a million dollars less than the other 

9 alternatives, significantly shorter run time, much less 

10 noise impact, far fewer single family homes that would need 
11 to be acquired, substantially more ace transfers, and would 
12. serve the community college and is far less controversial 
13 than some of the other alternatives. 

14 In contrast, the downtown alternatives have a 

15 ‘fundamental problem in that they almost certainly cannot 

16 function as they are being portrayed. this is because, 

17. ~—sunlike the other four possible stations, the downtown 

18 station dose not provide enough parking and therefore 

19 almost certainly can’t accommodate the ridership that's 


20 being projected, being short from around 1300 to 1900 $19.1 
21 ~=parking spaces. 

22 The Environmental Impact Report suggests that the 

23 = solution to this is to build more parking at the other 


24 station. There seems to be no analysis of the jug t ication 
25 +~to all of this, nor has the capital cost of building this 


parking shortfall been included in the funding estimate. 
2 It also seems to call into question the accuracy of the 

3. projections regarding air quality impacts and also energy 
4 usages as riders are diverted from downtown to other 

5 stations or to their cars. 

6 I strongly feel that there needs to be an analysis of 

7 the parking-constrained reality that is a feature of the 

8 downtown options. 

9 Finally, T would like to make the point that while T 
10 ~=recognize that new ridership is the name of the game, this 
11s extension should provide the best possible accessibility 
12 for existing residents who have long supported a BART to 
13. Livermore extension. In my opinion, this accessibility is 
14 ~best provided by an Ifsabel/r-580 station, 

15 MR. EARLY: Thank you. 

16 MS. MAHONEY: Hi. I'm Carol Mahoney. I'm here 

17. —s representing Zone 7 water Agency in Livermore. §20.1 
18 IT read over the section that had to do with hydrology 
19 for the area, and IT just want to encourage BART to continue 
20 to work with the Zone 7 Board of Directors. 

21 There are five of the nine alignments that would go 

22 ~=through the Chain of Lakes area. One of my concerns 1s 

23 that Zone 7 is not listed as an owner of any of the 

24 ~=properties in that section that I was gees through. And 
25 we do actually own property in that area, and we are a 
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1 future owner of the lakes that are currently being " 
2 quarried. So Tf just want to continue -- to encourage you cont. 
3 guys to reach out to our board of directors and make sure 

4 that they're included in the planning process to make 

5 things run more smoothly. 

6 MR. EARLY: Thank you. 

7 MS. PALMER: Hi. I’m Sara Palmer. TI live at 546 

8 Lagrange Lane here in Livermore. 

9 T am one of the board members that Carol was speaking 

10 of in Zone 7. TIT also ama teacher in this valley. 

11 we have a couple of jewels in this valley that we 

12 ~=really have to look at. One of them is Las Positas College 

13. and another one is our downtown. 

14 T'm an urban dweller before T moved here over 30 years 

15 ago. Having been in areas where T know that you have 

16 =public transit, readily available trains and municipal 

17. «transit within a town, the town thrives. TI know not all of 

18 you agree with this, but it really does from what I have 

19 experienced. 

20 I favor the alternative that goes down Portola. TI 
21 favor an underground through the downtown because it would 

22 +=not have the noise. ft wouldn't have the visual impact. 
oH 4 probably would be more expensive to build. I'm aware of 
that. 
25 I also favor terminating the thing over at Greenville, S211 


1 because T think putting a station at the end where you're 

2 oing to be having the servicing of the BART itsel* near 

3 lowntown would be a mistake. fF think it would cause a lot 
4 of problems many people have brought up. 

5 So T'm in favor of certain modification of the Portola 
6 that would go underground and extend all the way out to the 
7 Vasco Road. 

8 MR. EARLY: Thank you. And T believe it 

was Mr.O'Neill who left some paper up here on the podium. 

10 MR. TSENBURG: Hello. ~4 name is Morris Tsenburg. 
11 T came first to Livermore in 2003 for an internship. 

12 Downtown Livermore was a very sad place then. There was 

13 only a highway and it wasn't really a place where anybody 
14 would hang out. There was lemon grass and that almost sums 
15 it up. T never would have thought that TI would say one 

16 day, "TI really like downtown Livermore.” 

17 when T came back a couple of years later to take up 

18 employment here, IT was astonished at what has happened to 
19 downtown Livermore. It is such a beautiful place now. And 
20 =the city of Livermore and all the planners involved have 

21 done an absolutely fabulous job. They created a gem. It's 
22 ~=really unique. 

23 T want to argue in favor of petting BART to downtown, 
24 ~=but not at any cost. It has to be done in a way that we 
2 ie preserve the character that we have right now. 


Actually, downtown Livermore is great, but it's still 
sort of the downtown on life support. You have businesses 
open and you make bets when they are going to close again 
because there is no sustainable traffic coming to downtown 
Livermore. Wwe get weekend traffic, where you hang out, and §22.1 
you get the evening traffic where you to dinner, and 
then you have a bit of lunchtime traffic. But nobody has 
any business to go to downtown. Try to buy a loaf of bread 
downtown or like a carton of eggs. This is not a real 
downtown where you cannot get things like a box of milk. 

So T think putting it downtown, cog a in a very, 
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very well-mitigated manner -- in combination with a freeway 
station, of course -- downtown will be seers fabulous. 
Tt would create a sustainable flow of people going in and 
through downtown that take out on the way to work or on 
their way back home; you know pick up items they need, 
Small business will s up, like cheese delis and 
bakeries. 

There's no bakery downtown. T have a property in 
Germany that has 400 people, 500 people living there. 
There's three bakeries downtown. we do go downtown for all 
these other reasons. 

IT think coming to downtown Livermore is actually an 
amazing Pea eckecgnyhs that we have right now. I'm sure it 
will be a poster child for urban planning and 


transportation planning in America when we get that done 
because it will be a beautiful gem combined with an amazing 
transit system, and if it's done right, it can be really 
agents tbe fabulous. For Gany_pelares.one to come it will 
be something really unique. ank you. 

MR. EARLY: Thank you, Mr. Tsenburg. 

MR. OFHRLE: Gary Oehrle. while r'm still plowing 
through the EIR draft version, there needs to be more 
visual impacts shown for the routes, the station, and my 
main concern is the maintenance yards, primarily the one 
that's slated for Greenville. I've gone and looked at the 
one in Hayward and looked at the other ones by Goggle 
Earth, and the Greenville one, to me, needs to be moved out 
of that area and put in an industrial area. 

Tt does take a large area that is being planned in 
Section 2.5. It's a huge yard that's going to be going in 
there. There's a lot of lights used at pigne. Fes oS 
least anticipate that. That was the high lights I saw at 
the Hayward facility. 

BART has some beautiful blue buildings, the same blue 
coloring you see in the slide up there. tt will turn into 
a well-maintained yard. Don’t get me wrong. But it has a 
definite visual a as you come into this valley coming 
cone ae the Altamont Pass that’s potentially 
unsightly. 


So T favor any option that takes the maintenance yard 
out of the Greenville area and moves it into a light 
industrial area like the one north of Livermore, Glass, or 
one of the other ones. And T hope that the residents of 
Lawfla (PHONETIC) and out in that area get a chance to see 
what a maintenance yard would really look like, and 
hopefully it would have some impact or input on the 
decision. Thank you. 

MR. EARLY: Thank you, Mr. Oehrle. 

MR. MANZO: Good evening. My name is Dennis Manzo. 
T‘m a strong supporter of Project Livermore. when I heard 
about it, IT was very excited about it. unfortunately, T 
have to say I am very disappointed in the options that have 
been presented to us. T feel like they're painting us into 
a corner, at least some of us, forcing us to choose the 
lesser of two evils. 

T think the Greenville East station would be 
tremendously helpful in reducing the freeway traffic, and T 
think a downtown station would be tremendously helptul in 
generating business for the downtown, and I'm very proud oF 
that. Unfortunately, the only combination of options that 
T see there all seem to include eat a track over the 
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23 = existing railroad tracks. And there's a big difference 
24 between nay ing a train going over railroad tracks two times 
Bas a day and having a BART train run over those same tracks 
every 15 or 30 minutes. It will definitely be a negative S24.1 
2 impact to the quality of life for my family and hundreds of | cont. 
3 residents that live south of First Street. 
4 So T would like to ask the committee if they could look 
5 at another option that would include Greenville East 
6 Station and would include an underground option for the 
7 downtown station that would not be so intrusive to 
8 thousands of residents that live south of First Street. 
9 MR. EARLY: Thank you. 
10 MR. GEORGE: Hi. I’m Chris George. I'ma lifetime 
11 ~=sresident of Livermore. T was born here at val ley Memorial 
12 before they stopped letting babies be born at valley 
13 Memorial. I'm here both as a person who has worked 
14. downtown for six years, and as somebody who was born at 
15 Valley Memorial before they stopped letting kids be borne 
16 cere Senn oe eople who were born after they 
17s stopped letting kids be born there. 
18 Tt find that the problem of these sorts of meetings is 
19 that you only get the opinions of the people who come to 
20 ~=these MEETINGS: No offense. You're all good people. But 
21 there are a lot of young people in Livermore. [It's 
22 important to look at it not just as a destination but as a 
23 home and a sraretag-ort, point. 
24 People qe to the City all the time on BART. They 34 to 
25. +Berkeley all the time on BART. Having a downtown station 


0052 
1 or me kills two birds with one stone because it enables 
all these young folks who live in a lot of the apartments 
3 downtown -- I do -- I live on Fourth Street -- to walk to a 
4 BART station as opposed to driving so that they could go $25.1 
5 out and go crazy and qe to club and come home wasted and 
6 you don't end up driving home or taking a cab. 
7 And it also will liven the downtown. Wwe have a lot of 
8 empty buildings downtown. I'd like to see those filled. Tf 
9 don't have an Sptaton on the regional theater either way, 
7 jist if we're going to build it, I sure hope people go 
there. 
12 IT think having a downtown station, the hybrid -- as was 
13. spoke on earlier and T want to just echo -- the hybrid is a 
14 ~really good thing to look at, Portola under them, and then 
15 out to Vasco for the labbies and the commute. And that’s 


16~=Oit. 
17 MR. FARLY: Thank you, Mr. George. 
18 MS. DIEMOND: Hi. name is Francisca Diemond. Tf 


19 reside at 374 Church Street here in Livermore. I've lived 
20 ~=here for 23 years. It is three blocks away from the 

21 =current Transit Center. 

22 T have spoken to City Council for the last couple of 

23 years and to the Planning Commission because of the parking 
24 ~=and traffic issues that we have ever since we have 

25. developed First Street. 


I live right by two schools. Parking is difficult, 
2 especially during football season, and being now three $26.1 
3 blocks away from a transit center where there’s going to be 
4 possibly a downtown BART station, T would like to as 
5 everyone to look carefully at the impact. 
6 There is always a tra*fic jam at the corner of Maple 
7 and First Street. The cars go racing ao and sometimes 
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8 block the intersection. TI am really happy’. though, that cont. 
9 BART is coming to Livermore, but T strongly argue against a 
10 downtown station, not gniy tor what T just mentioned, but 
11 rom 1963 to 2002, my family had a home tn E1] Cerrito. 
12 Fl Cerrito is a community between Berkeley and 
13. «Richmond. our backyard butted up against the aerial tracks 
14 of BART, and we were half a block away from the E] Cerrito 
15 Plaza BART station. The negative impact was the noise of 
16 =the trains, not only from my house but from your friend's 
17. ~=house was a mile away from the tracks between del Norte and 
18 Plaza station. 
19 The traffic condition, of course, increased. Parking; 
20 =my parent's had to have permitted Parking in front of their 
21 own home because of everybody spilling out. These a 
22 came from vallejo and Hercules. T'm sure it’s stil $26.2 
23 ~=happeni now. The crime was way up, from the time that we 
24 ~=had purchased a house ‘till we le#t there. My car got 
a vandalized. My neighbor got mugged, robbed and assaulted. 
1 And there was some other kinds of issues there. 
2 And then also the value of our house was not really 
3 fully developed. My parents back in '63 had a house in 
4 Tiburon and walnut Creek and decided on a house with the 
5 same value in —l Cerrito. By the time they sold it, it had 
6 lost value overall. Also most of the families that T grew 
7 up with in €1 Cerrito have moved out during this time 
8 because they wanted to go to a safer, better neighborhood. 
9 Thank you. 
10 MR. EARLY: Thank you. 
11 MR. SHIRLEY: I'm John Shirley. There are pase 
12. reasons for putting it downtown. Tf don't live in the 
13. downtown. But it's my understanding that the money for 
14 ~=this depends a great deal on locerine these stations where 
15 there's transit-oriented housing. e best one, of course, 
16 is downtown. It's already got a , Bork deal of housing and $27.1 
17. «there's a great deal of housing planned for that area. tf 
18 get the money, it's very important that that be 
19 ocated. 
20 The Tsabel area 1s generating an awful lot of new 
21 housing. There will be some, but probably not enough to 
22 satisfy the people that will] be giving us this money. The 
23 Greenville area, IT can’t see that ever developing. So at 
24 ~=least one station should be downtown. 
25 underground would be wonderful. It has to really not 
0055 $27.2 
1 bother people too darn much. So one way or another, it has 
2 to be environmentally sound and safe and easy for people. 
3 And then the second station, it seems to me, it should 
4 be all the way out to Greenville. The people on 580, it 
5 would be quicker for them to access that than it would be 
6 to go to Vasco and come into that one. So it would keep a 
7 lot of traffic off of that one going to Vasco. And then 
8 the Greenville station will serve t industrial area just 
9 as well as the Vasco station and it will go to the lab just | 527.3 
10 as well. Just people are going to have to go from Vasco to 
11 =the lab somehow, by bicycle or whatever they do. ft will 
12. serve those two areas just as well. 
13 And then the other pate | is we'll be able to take 
14 advantage of the land you already own out there and place 
15 your repair shops and all those things and hopefully 
as Seer ege environmental ly-sensitive ways for the industrial 
park. 
18 So T suggest those two as possibly the best two, in my 
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19 opinion. Thank you. 
20 MR. EARLY: Thank you, Mr. Shirley. 
21 MR. ANSELL: My mame is Mike Ansell. T ama 
22 resident of Livermore. TI live on Hillcrest Avenue. I'm 
23 also a chemistry teacher at Las Positas College and I’m the 
24 chair of the Las Positas College epg bgt nel Group. 
25. we're very interested in trying to do things through 


1 sustainability here in the valley. All of our new 

2 bui Idings are up to higher standards of building. They are 
3 more efticient. 

4 One thing we're looking at is what our contributions 

5 are to the greenhouse gas emissions. And one of the things 
6 that we're worried about is -- so we did a af and we 
7 looked at all the sources, all the buildings, all the 
paper, everything that we do. 


It turns out that 89 percent of our emissions at Las 
10 Positas College come from commuters. So 80(sic) percent of 
11 it. and most of that is due to single passengers 
12.» ~single-vehicle people riding into Las Positas col lege, It 
13. turns out that the average commuter distance is prc ably §28.1 
14 around 15 or 16 miles each way, And so BART would have a : 
15 large impact with us in that if there was a BART station at 
16 =Tsabel interchange, then we would have Le hg -- even if it 
17. just stopped right there, people from Dublin, Pleasanton, 
18 Castro Valley, and all these other areas could take the 
19 BART into the campus and it would be less impact of 
20 traffic. 
21 Tf we could build it to downtown, people from Livermore 
22. could take the BART out to the college and save traffic and 
23 parking issues and everything else. we've already built a 
24 ot of parking lots, and I really hope we don't have to 
ae build more parking lots at the college. I think this would §28.2 
1 be a way to connect the college to the downtown. The 
2 downtown has a lot to offer for students. They could go 
3 have lunch there and go shop and everything downtown. They 
4 could take classes at the college. 
S If it was at Greenville Road, that also would have a 
6 positive environmental impact in that we have a lot of $28.3 
7 people coming from Brentwood and Tracy and all points east 
8 that are impacted by the traffic. Wwe could take some of 
9 those cars off the roads too. Thank you. 
10 MR. SMITH: Hello. My name is Neil Smith. TI would 
11_=—sCilike to encourage you to take the option along the 580 
12 corridor just to see that -- it seems like you guys have 
13. «=that pretty well dialed in atong the Castro Valley and 
14 Dublin and Pleasanton market. It just seems like it would §29. | 
15 be the least costly alternative as wel! as probably the . 
16 «least right-of-way preven varie 
17 It just seems like you get into these things and shey 
18 get more and more expensive. The option downtown would be 
19 significantly like the Bay Bridge, just more and more and 
20 more. So I would strongly encourage you to take that route 
21 ~=instead. 
22 MR. EARLY: Thank you. 
23 MS. REUS: My name is Tamara Reus. I just came up 
24 to say that initially when I heard about all these plans, Tf 
83.6 thought, “Oh, great. Let's build it down the freeway 
1 because it’s close and it's less impacts on residents.” But $30.1 
2 then T started reading and talking to people and learning a 
3 little bit about this, and it came to my attention that we 
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have to look at this project, not just in terms of how 
efficient and effective it_is for BART to do it a certain 
way, but on a regional basis, on our whole community, at 
the level of our whole community. Tf think when we do that 
we have to look at the impacts that freeway extensions will 
bring to our community and to our urban growth boundary. 
and I think that given restrictions with the Too and the 
pressure to build that will occur if we extend BART along 
the freeway, IT don't think that those are the best options 
or even at all good options for Livermore. 

I do support stations going through downtown, and T 
would also further support the hybrid study that many 
people have discussed tonight. I just wanted to say that 
we've talked about how long people have waited, and it is 
indeed a very jong ‘<ime. But if we're going to wait and 
it's going to be done, IT think it should be done right and 
done in a way that does bene#it the whole community and 
area. Thank you. 

MR. EARLY: Thank you. 

MS. EDGAR-LEE: Hi. My name Susie Edgar-Lee. I 
live on College Avenue in Livermore. TI hope sincerely that 
Livermore has a lot to do with the choice of which one of 


these alternatives you take. So T would personally like to 
discuss the 2a alternative, the downtown Vasco. T think 
that’s the one that really promotes our downtown, our 
vision for the downtown, what we want. 

we've been trying to revitalize it. And like many 
speakers have said, we've done really well. So Tt think 
that would keep that going. And the Vasco extension would 
be good because long term it would connect us to other 
regions in a really clean and green =. 

Also this alternative is the one that is not going to 
disruee the urban growth boundary. This is somet ing that 
the citizens of Livermore have repeatedly at the ballot box 
shown that they cyatenalaingly Suppor, 

So T personally as a teacher at Livermore High School, 
IT think it would be great if we had a downtown station. Tf 
know that a lot of my colleagues sometimes can't make it 
because of the 580 traffic. And they are tardy sometimes. 

But I would really think it would be great if it could 
be an underground station -- I don't know if I'm getting 
terminology right. Like husband was pointing out to me, 
there's a station in Berkeley, the ret Avenue one, and it 
doesn't have any parking. It's basically an underground 
street thing. You just come up on the street. It works 
really well as far as just bringing people right to the 
downtown. And then out at the Vasco end, hopefully we'd 


et a lot of parking because people have said parking is a 
uge problem at BART. That would get people to park their 
cars out there at vasco and take it from there instead 
of -- don’t expect to drive to downtown and park. 

And as far as the EIR -- excuse me if this is already 
covered in it -- but T gust hope that you're doing 
something to mitigate the possible light pollution. So I'm 
talking about things that would keep the ight From 
stope ing amateur astronomers and skygazers from having a 
dark sky. That's one of my concerns. Thank you. 

MR. LAKAMSANT: Hi. My name is Eamsee Lakamsani. 
I'm probably going to use half of my three minutes just 
spelling my name. E-A-M-S-E-& is the first name. 
L-A-K-A-M-5-A-N-T. That's the last name. 
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15 Now, as far as the options are concerned, right, I 
16 strongly prefer Option 2a which is the downtown Livermore 
17 gecion and the Vasco option. But the only thing T would 
like to say as far as crime is concerned, the police force 

19 in Livermore has good resources and has not changed in any 

20 way the crime situation. And also it looks like the police | §32.] 
21 station is so close to downtown, and the coffee shops in 

22. the downtown areas, the police are right there. 

23 Now, as far as the vasco station, right, it looks like 
24 ~=my understanding is that the City of Livermore would like 
at to build a research and development park near Sandia and 

1 you have the work of expanding alternative GP, green fuels. 

2 So there is a lot of plans for that area, and also there is 

3 a Jot of houses that are over there. So T think from a 

4 were oman standpoint, again, I think the Vasco station is 

2 something T prefer. 
7 
8 
9 


Also as far as the parking is concerned, right, I would 
like_to see a little bit more in the planning about a Vasco 
station, a downtown station. How can peonse get there 
without driving, at least the people that live in §32.2 
10 Livermore? Are we going to have more shuttles that go into 
11 the city? Or can we have some bicycle trails or saasenieg? 
12. A little bit more than what we have now. Tf you can thin 
13. about those things. Maybe some people don’t have to drive 
14 to the station, at least people that are living in the 
15 city. That’s all. Thank you. 
16 MR. FARLY: Thank you very much, 
17 MR. KASKEY: Hi. Jeff Kaskey. T live in the south 
18 side of downtown Livermore. $33.1 
19 T think the underground Portola, downtown Vasco route : 
20 is the obvious route. Why are we even here then? well, I 
21 think one reason we are here is people are concerned about 
22 crime. T suggest we go and check out Mountain View and 
23 Palo Alto stations on the Caltrans. Caltrans has a similar 
24 schedule to BART, and those neighborhoods seem to have done 
a very well. In fact, there is transit and urban development 
4 
1 around those stations, and T think those neighborhoods are $33.2 
2 doing quite well with the service, though obviously we 
3 prefer the underground solution here. 
4 I think that -- one of the things people say about that 
5 is, “well, yes, that would work if it's done right." And, 
6 of course, I look to BART and say, “well, of course, you 
7 would only do it right, I assume.” 
8 T want to vote against the phasing approach. It seems 
9 like you end up building something that you want removed, 
10 The stations that would be in the phasing proposal are the §33.3 
11 ones that seem to have the least support. But bei : 
12. temporary, the French have a saying, “There is nothing so 
13. permanent as that which is temporary." I'm afraid that the 
14s cost of pemoy ng and then adding new track would put us out 
15 another 40 or SO years or so. 
16 The thing that I think hasn't been talked about is the 
17. effect of the urban renewal sense of bringing in a downtown 
18 BART station. And although IT live on the south side, we 
19 also have a very nice little area which is the north side 
20 -- north side of the tracks, not the north side of 580. 
21 +=It's an area that I think -- giving that neighborhood $33.4 
22 better access to higher-income employment in the East Bay 
23 «and San Francisco area would be a very positive thing for 
24 ~=that neighborhood, not to mention the build-out that could 
25 be on the north side of a downtown station to avoid major 
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impacts on the south side. 

So T think there is some good positive urban impacts 
that can occur in that north side area to improve all of 
downtown Livermore. Thank you. 

MR. FARLY: Thank you. 

MS. SAEDECOR: It's Rushell Saedecor. T am the 
executive director for the Livermore Downtown Association 
as well as the president of the California Main Street 
Alliance which is our California communities, and on the 
leadership team for the National Main Street Center which 
is part of the National Trust for Historic Preservation. 

So T am not avi ¢ that because I'm trying to get my 
resume out. I'm happily employed. TI am saying that 
because we interact with downtown communities al] over the 
country, as well as other countries now as they are coming 
to the United States to look at our downtown revitalization 
strategies. And the coveted item for any downtown in the 
midst of revitalizing and coming back to being its central 
core of community is a transit center that gives multiple 
access to coming into the downtown commercial corridor. 

we are already in the panning stages, as we start our 
revitalization plans, to bring things into the downtown 
area. We have the vision. Wwe know what would make a 
successful downtown, but as the gentlemen before from 
Germany mentioned -- you stole so many of my ideas as you 


were speaking -- we are on life support. we know that we 
need more housing downtown. Wwe are going to have a lot of 
new LED sled gy F They will want a transit center, 
which 1S BART, to get them to the auc loyenant areas around 
the Bay Area. So that ridership will be coming from the 
downtown area. They have walked to the station and get to 
work. $o that's going to be a great advantage to help us 
attract those developers that will bring housing into the 
downtown that we know we need to help build our downtown 
economy. 

The other thing is our merchants. TI hear from all of 
you local residents constantly. “IT still don't have what T 
need. I still don't have enough.” we see businesses come 
and go because we Cannot sustain the vitality of our 
economic businesses in the downtown on just global 
patronage. 

we need visitor patronage dollars as well. Those are 
great patronage dollars because they come in, they spend 
money, they go home. we don't have to provide them — 
anything else. We have a great experience. Take their 
money. Keep their revenues. Spend it on ourselves. Great 
idea. They will go to our restaurants, our shopping. They 
will go to our theaters, including the 2000-seat if it 
comes. 

So he mentioned life support. we've been on lite 


support, Wwe call the downtown the heart of the community, 
Transportation is the arteries bringing the lifeblood to 
the heart, and then taking it back out to the rest of the 
any Area bodies. I don't want to go into healthcare at 
this point. 

But T get excited about this. TIT think it’s something 
that is worth studying. You notice ft didn't have any 
comment on how it’s going to get to downtown or where it 

oes after that. That's for you people to decide. But 
lowntown needs it. 
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11 Also, the wine country will benefit. Wwe do know that 
12 having people be able to come to the Bay Area, from the Bay} $34.1 
13. Area, from San Francisco to come to their true wine country 


14 experience instead of heading north all the time, i we Com, 
15 could bring by BART, have shuttles out to the wine country, 

16 again, we win. We get dollars. They go home and we are a 

17 healthy community. 

18 MR. EARLY: Thank you very much. 

19 MS. HARRTS: Rebecca Harris. T'm a resident here 

20 in Livermore. 

21 I have so many concerns here. I couldn't sit there an 

22 longer without saying something. One of my concerns is 

23 going over Isabel, the la. You're going over water or $35.1 


24 under water? which one are you guys going to do? Are you 
+ oe going to go under or over? Because there is going to be 

1 water there. Okay. That's not addressed. 
2 And the other question T have is a lot of the traffic 
3 on 580 comes from Tracy. Getting a station out as close as 
4 we can to Tracy eliminates it in Livermore. The fact is 
5 we've got commute traffic coming from the Brentwood area 
6 that's coming on Vasco. If you don’t have something that 
7 alleviates it_on Greenville, you are going to have 
8 everything la up on Vasco to get off at that station. 
9 So T think a Tracy station being as close as possible. 
10 + =T think the vasco station makes sense. The downtown 
11 =infuriates me. T cannot understand why anybody would want 
12. to stick a BART station in our little tiny town of 
13. Livermore. tft does not bring revenues to downtown. T 
14 think that’s just ignorance. 
15 Tf you look at walnut Creek, walnut Creek has a 
16 beautiful downtown. It has a fine arts theater that does 
17. ~~very well. I hate saying this, but people that are going 
18 to go to that fine arts theater, they aren’t taking BART. §35.2 
19 TI can’t jengire someone from Hayward going, “Let's go to = 
20 dinner out in Livermore. Let's stick some money in the BART 
21 Kelly 8 just to go have dinner in Livermore. TI don't see 
22 how it's going to benefit downtown except bring high crime. 
23 And there are so many homes that will be affected, that 
24 ~=there are going to be so many families that you're going to 
25 decrease their property values by sticking it downtown. 


1 you're going to increase traffic downtown. There has 
2 gotta be parking for all these people. Take a look at 
3 = Dublin. acinging revenue to the area, we already know the 
4  Oublin station did not do that for Oublin, for Hacienda 
5 Crossings. It did not bring more revenues to Hacienda 
6 Crossings. 
7 If we want to bring revenues to Livermore, we need to 
8 increase what we've got here to bring other people to our 
9 town. But we don't need to bring a new station in downtown 
10 Livermore. Tf can't even imagine someone getting off BART 
11 and saying, “Okay, I'm home Tor the evening. I'm going to 
12 go get a coffee,” reey 18 going to get in their car and go 

ome. T don’t see it bringing any revenue to downtown 
14 ~Livermore. Tf think that's a big, huge mistake. 
15 And the impact of going underground, you're going to be 
16 disturbing so many families. we got a couple of schools 
17__—sright there that are going to be in the way. My home is 
18 very close, and T can’t believe what you're going to do to 
19 the value of my home. TI really hope you do not go 
20 downtown. 
21 MR. EARLY: Thank you. 
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22 MR. SHAY: pa? Shay, Livermore. TI support 
23. Alternate 1. That is the one that goes along 580 and stops 
24 at Isabel and Greenville. In addition to the obvious 
25 ~=benefit of reducing traffic on 580, I think it will have 


1 economic development possibilities for Livermore itself. 

2 Consider first the station at Isabel. There's going to 
3 be an Isabel interchange to 580 put in there. Portola 

4 avenue is already being extended over there. There are 

5 literally hundreds of homes being developed in that area. 

G6 There are acres and acres of business parks which are being 
7 developed. Las Positas College, which was just mentioned, 
8 has greatly expanded. So all in all, that poses a great 

9 economic benefit for Livermore. 

10 On the second site, out at Greenville, Tt think that 

11 = also has economic development possibilities. Now critics 
12. ~have said no, you can't put residential out there because 
13. +it can’t be zoned that way. However, in the Livermore City 
14 Council meeting of February Sth, 2004, they unequivocally 
15 said that they could change the zoning. 

16 Let me quote from the minutes of that meeting. City 

17. Council Member Marge Leider said that “The General Plan 

18 Steering Committee had agreed that it did not want to send 
19 a message to BART That Livermore was not interested in $36.1 
20 extension.” She said that “The newer regulations stipulate 
21 that Livermore would have to build a transit-oriented 

22 development where a BART station would be." She said that 
23.) this Bropersy > the one that BART owns at Greenville, was 

24 within the urban growth boundary, and to have the General 
25. Plan amendment changed so that the zoning would not require 


a vote of the people. 

2 So the City Council at that time unequivocally said 

3. that they could change the zoning. That means that you 

4 could have TOD at Greenville. It's within Livermore's 

5 possibilities to do. And furthermore, they encapsulated 

6 that in the oiey Council Resolution, also dated 

7 February 9th, 2004. 

8 So Alternate 1 has all sorts of advantages. Of all the 
9 two-station alternates, it’s going to be a billion dollars 
10 ~=cheaper, and it has a guaranteed right-of-way. Al] the 

11 other alternatives are going to attract lawsuits just like 
12) a magnet. 

13 Fundamentally, I'm most concerned that we get BART to 
14 ~Livermore, and T think all the alternatives besides those 
15 going right along 580 will be undoable in the end because 
16 of money, because of all sorts of dilatory lawsuits and 

17s Byzantine city politics. Go 580. 
18 MR. EARLY: Thank re. Exactly three minutes. 

19 MR. HAMILTON: Well, I'm Jim Hamilton. T live at 

20 955 £1 Rancho in town. TI walk out my backdoor across 

21 ~=syard, and I’m right at the railroad tracks. Tf live right 

22 on the tracks, and ft will be awfully pissed off if T see 

23 =~BART in my backyard. I'm very much opposed to that. 

24 That's a little bit selfish, but that's the way it is. 

25 T don't want to see property values go down. fT don't 
0070 $37.1 
1 want to be losing sleep at night from the noise. And so 
2 that’s what's driving me. Part of me is not too worried 
3 about it. Tf base it on my father. I've probably got 25 or 
4 30 years to go, so I don’t think I’m going to get a chance 
5 to ride on it. 
6 MR. MCPARTLAND: T'm not going to make you wait 
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that long. 

MR. HAMTLTON: Annem, T’'m really in favor of the 
route that goes down the *reeway. IT think it makes a lot 
of sense to have it by Las Positas. I'd like to have the 
station there. T like the station at Greenville. The only 
. hing I'm itchy about is building a station and a yard 

one on the Greenville fault. Phat overpass was closed in 
980 briefly because of damage after an earthquake, so just 
hoes that in mind, f think it’s a good locat on, 

And none of my friends have ever told me, “Oh, boy, 
we'd love to come see you in Livermore, but we never come 
out there because you don't have BART to there.” Livermore 
really isn't a destination. It is a home. T think some 
Recpls have delusions of grandeur of this town, and Be 

if we had a train, we'd be great." You know ink 
Livin is pretty Be the way it is, and I'd a tike to 
keep it that way ank you. 

MR. EARLY: Thank you. 

MR. ZAGOTTA: Bill. Zagotta. TI guess my main point 


is that when BART comes to Livermore, however it comes, 
it's going to make a humungous impact on the future 
development of the city. It will be all different if BART 
goes downtown versus BART goes down the highway. So I'm 
only worried that BART is going to be inclined to take the 
cheapest route, whereas I think they ought to think about 
what's the best plan for the future of Livermore. whatever 
it is, it's either going to be not a very big impact ora 
monstrous Paka Tt hope they | take care of that without 
too much concern about what it’s going to cost. 

For example, think of a city that doesn't have good 
public transportation. Livermore does not have goa public 
transportation, particularly for Somuitars to get in and 
out, for people to come and visit our regional theater 
about to go up -- IT hope. So fr think that we ought to have 
a downtown station, and it ought to be properly designed 
for Livermore. 

In the aoa lyase: you you've done, I mee you've taken 
account of the fact that our future plans ag hag J a great 
deal of high-density residential development in the 
downtown. And these people are commuters. For them to be 
able to walk from their apartment to the downtown station 
is something you should think about. It's not just there 
for people to go to the regional theater. 

In your impact on the *reeway traffic, I noticed there 


was a red line there. TI presumed red was bad on there. T 
believe it was between Greenville and Vasco. T prefer the 
Vasco station. T would ur A u to think about the 
Pscowcigill Ba -- that stretc road is bumper ee bumper 
every single day. It these sacle could get off the 
freeway at Greenville and have easy road access to a Vasco 
station, that red line ought to not turn red. It ought to 
be some other nice color. 

T presume tratfic crossings will be taken care of. T 
too don't want a great wall to have to go around the BART 
traffic. The noise issues are serious, and I don't know 
anything about -- 

MR. EARLY: Your three minutes are about up. 

MR. ZAGOTTA: TI don't see any reason why we need 
parking downtown for the downtown station. Wwe don’t have 
parks og at Powell Street station and we don’t have parking 

e 


n Berkeley. 4 
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18 In short, you're going to make a oe act on the 
19 city, and T hope finances will not be the only issue. 
20 =Thanks. 
21 MR. EARLY: Thank you. 
22 MR, WOOD: I'm Darryl] wood, T've been wetting 
23 +=patiently to hear an idea T haven't heard yet, so I thought 
24 ~=T had to speak. 
a3 Tt do favor the underground down Portola and the 
1 padergrownd. station. This would have minimal impact on §39.1 
2 property values and on noise and all the rest of it. I 
3 eel then that one should go all the way out to Greenville 
4 on the right-of-way. Greenville, as has been pointed out, 
5 8 a great way to get people off the freeway and it's much 
6 more convenient. 
7 But my reason for wanting to build the maximum track is 
8 because of build up. I the tracks are there, i* later one 
9 wants to build a station at Vasco or at Tsabel , a station 


10 can be added. and that was my point. So let's get the | 
11 tracks in place. 

12 MR. EARLY: Thank you very much. 

13 MR. PLUMMER: My name is Steve Plummer. I'ma 

14 ~—sresident of western Livermore. Any of Fes alignments, la, 
1S 1b, 2a, 3a, will cut the city in two. alignment along 
16 the Chain of Lakes, Stanley and Union Bio fic right-of-way 
17 —=will cause noise pol Jution, light pollution, visual 

18 = pollution and dramaticall ly decrease the property values of 
19 West Livermore. And Option 5, which ends at Isabel and 

20 stanley, would just create a tremendous traffic nightmare 
21 ~=in that area. If anybody has been on Stanley at 

22 5:00 o'clock on a weeknight, you know what I mean. 

23 Please stay away from any of these alternatives that 
24 ~=travel along the Chain of Lakes and Union Pacific railway 
25. right-of-way and any that puts a station at Tsabel and 


$40.1 


Stanley. 

2 I support the alternative No. 1 that keeps BART along 
3 580. You can call BART what you will. It's primarily a 
4 commuter railway. And that will have the greatest impact, 
5 reducing commuter traffic. 

6 MR. BISHOP: I'm Stanley Bishop. TI've been a 

7 resident and prominent taxpayer for 45 years here in 

8 Livermore, paying into the BART funds. TI use BART 

9 regularly, but T must go to Dublin where parking is 

10 ~=virtually impossible because the parking is ful These 
11 are the elements that are influencing thoughts tonight. 
12 Bring BART to Livermore ASAP, the cheapest way 

13. possible, with adequate parking or those who have paid 

14 dearly into BART. T haven't heard that tonight. For us 
15 wie are in this room who have been paying into BART, give 
16 a place to park, and let us use BART. And that's what T 
17 would like to see. 

18 Therefore, I favor alignment No. 4 with local eign 
19s parking, erhaps a barrier with a card reader to slide a 
20 driver's license, and the barrier opens os be we go in. 


21 And those who have not paid into BART, we they have 
22. another part of the BART’ s parking lot that they can use. 
23)» But right now, we can ‘t get into a parking lot at all. 
24 So let's get BART here quickly, ASAP, by the shortest, 
faa quickest, cheapest route possible with some part of the 
1 parking lot reserved for Livermore residents. Thank you. 
2 MR. FARLY: Thank you very much. 
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3 MR. RARD: name is Joseph Rard. TI live about a 
4 block from here. It's actually good to hear somebody right 
5 before me actually riding BART. I've been riding it 30 

6 years, A Jot of the tines I've taken buses there. 

7 rz" ve experienced the good and the bad, It used to be 
8 when I'd go to Hayward or Bay Fair -- it's a lot more 

9 convenient now. T have ridden trains in several other 

10 countries, Japan, pe and places throughout the U.S. 

11 =siT’ve seen good deve lopments around the station. Probably 
12. «the best is in Japan. 

13 concerning Livermore, I like the idea of going gue to 
14 Greenville. People have’ expressed concern about Tt 

15 terminal area, the work yard. If you look at ee 
16s Environmental Impact Report, they do mention that it is an 
17. alkaline environment that is pretty much vanished from the 
18 valley because of development, and there's at least one 

19 animal that has critical habitat according to the federal 
20 government. TI am in favor of that, but perhaps with the 
21 ~=s-yard moving in away from the alkaline areas. as the one 
22. =gentleman suggested, light industrial. 
23 T think people will use BART mainly to commute to work. 
24 The shopping is spread out. Most of it is in the north 
25s part of Livermore. The wineries are in the south part. 


$42.1 


1 one station is not going to satisfy everyone. §42.2 
2 wherever you put the apaciOn, Pol re going to need some 
3 kind of shuttle service. I'm willing to take the bus and 
4 T'm willing to walk a couple of miles. T don't mind that. 
5 But many people don't like to do that. So wherever you put 
: the > seabed make sure you have the stuff to bring you 
aroun 

8 And the last point is -- one other gentleman made it 

9 earlier -- our community college, that's one place where a 
10 ~=lot of people will come in and use this. Tf you ever take 

11 ~=s the BART train to perkeley..y — see a Tot of students 
12 petting on and off at Berkel It's not as big a campus, 
ut T think it will bring a Ve of students, 

14 =them are from spread-out areas. Thank you. 
15 MR. EARLY: Thank you very much. 
16 MR. BRILEY: My name is Harry Briley. We moved 

17. —~here in 1976. T have seen the trains in England from 

18 London to back. So T understand urban stations and seen 

19 there's good and bad around various stations. But my 
20 concern is dealing with the raised road bed that's by 
21 Stanley and Murrieta. 
22 The trains that currently go there -- that's where my 
23 house is located -- are very noisy, You simply shut down, 
24 You don't ay anything while a train goes by. The east 
25. ~=train goes through four times a day, twice in the morning 


$42.3 


many of 


$43.1 


1 and twice at night. And the same things you just simply 
2 ~=stop talking poy Me id the noise. elieve it's because 
3 of the raised road be 

4 If you put BART pi “that same track, you're going to 

5 have that every 15 minutes. 

6 MR. EARLY: Thank you. 

7 MR. FUTCH: Marcha Futch. 1 think the primary 

8 purpose of BART should be to serve the est seing Ethan an” 
9 and to promote future population growth hink than an 
10 alignment through downtown out through Vasco Road and 

11 possibly as far as Greenville best suits this purpose, I 
12. «think this is also consistent with the studies that show 
13. +=that it has great environmental 2 reduces the 
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14 ~vehicle miles traveled. Thank you. 

15 MR. EARLY: Thank you very much, Mr. Futch. 

16 MR. WALDRON: My name is Jim waldron. T ama 

17. —s long-time resident. 

18 T tend to favor along the freeway. That's the one 

19 that's been planned forever since BART'S been proposed. TI 

20 = figure right now with the traffic, that people that are 
us BART -- most of the people -- I'd say over half the 


$45.1 


22 peop e are 580 commuters, and unless they come back, they 
23 =probably won't stay in town. They'll] go get in their cars 
24 and go on home instead of staying and visiting some 

25. «restaurant or theater. 


The other thing t'd look at as far as the BART is buses 
2 that can help connect even from the freeway stations down 

3 to the downtown or scheduling the extra buses for special 
4 events that take place. That's my main comments. 

5 MR. EARLY: Thank you very much. 

: MR. HOENTG: Clyde Hoenig. Tf su 
8 


$45.2 


gl Mr. Shay's 

comment about Greenville Station. Tf think that's a must. 
And in regard to transit-oriented development, he has 

9 pointed out that Livermore has already decided that you $46.1 

10 don't need a vote of the people. But T submit that if you 

11 were going to bring BART to Livermore, Livermore would vote 

12.) overwhelm may to make a small change to accommodate TOO at 

13. =the Greenville location. 

14 T think we need more definition to TOD, 

18 transit-oriented development. T think we need to put an 

16 ~=tngredient of walking and bus and shuttle bus into that. 

17. We need to expand on that definition of ToD. 

18 Livermore's General Plan is already allowing 10,000 new 


$46.2 


19 folks in its General Plan if BART comes to Livermore. That 
20 doesn't have to be at Vasco. It can be at Greenville. But 
21 we need to expand on that definition. 

22 we also need to expand, I think, on the definition of 
23. what is called “new ridership." tr it's new ridership -- 
24 we talked about it at the last meeting with Mr. Quint about 
25. =the composition of the ridership at Dublin and Pleasanton. 


1 And he estimates that about 15 percent of those are 
2 commuters. 

3 If we assume for a moment that the ridership at the $46.3 
4 Dublin station is approximately 32,000 -- that's the number 5 
5 that's been given here -- that means that of those 32,000, 
6 around 5,000 are commuters, And so we're going to have to 
7 add that 5,000, T believe -- unless we get a new definition 

8 of what new ridership is -- we got to add that on top of 
9 the ridership that’s showing on these alternatives. That's 
10 =an important point. 5,000 commuters, they have to be 
11 accommodated. They're going to need parking. we will need 
12 to provide it for them. 
13 Finally Tt think that shuttle buses to BART is a very 
14 important ngredteae that's being overlooked. Tf haven't 
15 heard much about it. It's like either you got to drive 
16 there or you need to walk there. There's a large number of 
17. — people that will use the BART station that fall in between 
18 those two things, and that's what the shuttle bus will 
19 support. Thank you very much. 
20 MR. EARLY: Thank you, Mr. Hoenig. 
21 Tt have no other people up here to my right. Ts there 
22 = anyone else who would like to speak? 
23 MR. ACCIATOLT: Hi, suaryeoey Ron Acciaioli. 
24 T would just like to address par a T did mail 
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aos Mr. Quint information on two competing ful ly-automated 
1 underground parking systems. Anybody could go on the 
Internet to a web site and type up vishko.com, (PHONETIC), 
3. which is an Italian company that does fully automated 
4 underground parking, and also variego.com (PHONETIC) which 
5 ts a South Korean company, They have very flexible 
6 systems. $47.1 
7 And essentially you pull your car up to like a kiosk cont 
8 and swipe a card, and a machine swallows up your card and < 
9 iy hg it in a catacomb somewhere underground. Instead of 
10 ig parking lots, your car is out of Sight and secure. And 
11 =when you want your car back, it's about a 60-second 
12. retrieval time. 
13 Did you receive the package in the mail, Mr. Quint? 
14 MR. QUINT: I'll have to check. TI believe ft did. 
1S I think T saw it today. 
16 MR. ACCTATOLT: Okay. Thank you very much. Good 
17. ~—s Juck with your project. 
18 MR. QUINT: Thank you. 
19 MR. EARLY: All right. mr. Shirley has one last 
20 = comment. 
21 MR. SHIRLEY: You know, if ou can net BART to $48.1 
22. + Livermore in the next 15 years, I'l] only be 100 years old - 
23. «and r'll get to ride it. 
24 MR. EARLY: Mr. Allen has a final comment. 
am MR. ALLEN: T would like to repeat again very 


1 pretty the reasons why T prefer our Alternative 4. One is 

2 it is by far the least costly. It is in the direction for 

3 all of Livermore. [It has superb freeway access. It has 

4 lower BART fares than any of the other stations because 

5 BART fares are mileage-based. There is no “great wall” 

6 effect. There is room for ample surface parking. There is 

7 less noise, the least noise or visual intrusion. There is 

8 shorter travel time, no major earth work or structural] 

9 work. It's easily extended later to the Altamont and 

10 nll g over the Altamont. It's close to Las Positas 
College. The land is gr bag 4 now in public ownership, and 

12. +it's easily accessible for bicycles. Thank you. 


15 is something that ae be done in the near future. For 46 
16 yeas we've paid $260 million. And it's very important to 
ind parking at the BART station. 

18 T mentioned this years ago to Pete Snyder, and he 

19 turned it down. But then he got defeated and moved out of 
20 town. But T think there should be preferred parking for 
21 Livermore residents, not unlike the preferred park tog that 
22 =you get for the residents down Santa Cruz on the beaches 
23 with the bumper stickers. Tt would seem to be equitable 
24 =and fair. And it's aeogiabl,| that could be done right now 
ae for the people that have paid your salaries for a long, 
long time. 

MR. EARLY: Thank you. 

MS. WALTZ: Esther waltz. thing is, I disagree 
with those who said that downtown brings new revenue. Tf 
disagree with that. We don't need it. I've been to the 
two Berkeley stations that don’t have parking because the 
configuration they have there. We park to the BART 
Saeoe. we park in a stall while we go to the store and 
stuff. 


Canouswne 


13 MR. EARLY: Thank you. 
14 MR, WILLTAMS: Dave Williams again. TI think there l 550.1 
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10 Let's keep the parking situation downtown the way it 

11 is. The downtown is very pedestrian-friendly. Let's put SS5L.1 
12. =that into consideration o* the downtown station. I* we ink 

13. need a big parking lot, put it up at the Greenville or cont. 


14 + Vasco station phase, where there is much more land and 
15 stuff. We just really need to consider it, those that do 
16 own property there. 


17 MR. EARLY: Thank you, Ms. Waltz, Wwe have one 

18 inal speaker who hasn't spoken, 

19 MR. STANGER: My name is Virgil Stanger. I'ma 

20 ~=resident of Livermore. I'm tickled to death to see BART §52.1 


21 + coming to Livermore. My only concern that is we put 

22. Californians to work to do this project and not go out of 
23 state or out of country. Thank you. 

24 MR. EARLY: Thank you. All right. Tf think that 
25 was the last person who had a comment. 


1 IT want to thank you all very much for your coming. TI 
2 want to let you know again that if you'd Tike to get a copy 
3 of the Draft EIR, you can do so by signing up at the back. 
4 You can also look at a Cony at local libraries. 

5 There is one more hearing scheduled on January 6th at 
6 the Pleasanton City Council chambers at 6:30 p.m. It will 
7 be identical to this one. You don't have to Come again. 

8 But if you are interested in coming to hear other speakers, 
9 you certainly can. If you have comments you want to make 
10 that you didn’t get to make tonight, you can do that. Tf 
11 ~=you have friends who want to come, you can tell them. 

12 we will be accepting written comments through January 
13 21st, and those can be submitted either by mail to the 
14 address shown on the screen or on the web site 

15 barttolivermore.org. 


16 Thank you all ey Sues for your time. 
17 (the hearing adjourned at 8:45 p.m.) 
18 ---000--- 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
0084 
2 REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE 
3 T, JUDITH L. LARRABEE, a Hearing Shorthand Reporter in 
4 the State of California duly authorized to administer 
oaths, hereby certify: 
7 That the peocendings therein were taken down in 
8 disinterested person, at the time and 


shorthand by me, a 
9 place therein stated, that the proceedings were thereafter 
10 ~=reduced to typewriting, by computer, under direction and 
11 supervision, and that the foregoing is a full, true and 

12. =correct transcript of the proceedings therein to the best 
13 of my ability. 


15 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, IT have hereunto set my hand on this 
16 18th day of December, 2009. 
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21 Judith Larrabee, Shorthand Reporter 
22 
23 
24 
25 
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5.2. BART PUBLIC HEARING IN THE CITY OF LIVERMORE (DECEMBER 2, 2009) 


PH2-S1 


PH2-S1.1 


PH2-S2 


PH2-S2.1 


PH2-S3 


PH 2-$3.1 


PH 2-S4 


PH 2-S4.1 


PH2-S5 


PH2-S5.1 


PH 2-S6 


PH 2-S6.1 


Jean King 


The Final Program EIR includes a new alternative that has a subway along Portola 
Avenue to a Downtown Livermore Station and continues at-grade to a terminus station 
at Vasco Road. The new alternative, Alternative 2b, is described in Section 1.4 of this 
document. 


Jim Schmidt 
Please refer to Response PH 2-S1.1. 
Len Alexander 


The comment concerns the merits of Alternative 2a and does not concern the adequacy 
of the Draft Program EIR or BART's compliance with CEQA. The BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing 
to select a preferred alternative. 


Christopher Hiller 


Granada High School is located approximately 1 mile (direct distance) southeast of the 
proposed station at Isabel/Stanley (see Figure 3.12-2, page 3.12-7 in the Draft Program 
EIR). Please see Master Response 6 regarding safety and security around BART 
stations. Traffic, noise, air pollution, and hazards to schools are discussed in Sections 
3.2, 3.10, 3.11, and 3.12 of the Draft Program EIR, respectively. 


Nancy Bankhead 


Variations on the studied alternatives can be considered if the individual components of 
a variation in alignment have been studied in the EIR, and additional alternatives may 
be considered in a future project-level EIR. Please note that the Final Program EIR 
includes a new option that is comprised of alignment segments from Alternatives 2a 
and 3. The new alternative, Alternative 2b, has a subway along Portola Avenue to a 
Downtown Livermore Station and continues at-grade to a terminus station at Vasco 
Road. The new alternative is described in Section 1.4 of this document. 


J ohn Stein 


The comment concerns the merits of Alternative 1 and does not concern the adequacy 
of the Draft Program EIR or BART's compliance with CEQA. The BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing 
to select a preferred alternative. 
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PH 2-S6.2 


PH 2-S6.3 


PH 2-S7 


PH2-S7.1 


PH2-S7.2 


PH2-S7.3 


PH 2-S8 


PH 2-S8.1 


PH 2-S8.2 


Please refer to Comment Letter 117, which addresses similar issues about transit- 
oriented development assumptions raised in the speaker’s written comment letter. 


The Draft Program EIR acknowledges that noise from BART operations could be a 
significant and unavoidable impact. Sound walls are a basic tool for reducing noise 
from operations. Without a detailed noise analysis, which would be performed at the 
project-level environmental phase, it is not possible to determine if noise could be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level without sound walls. 


All the alternatives with a Downtown Livermore Station assume constrained parking in 
the downtown area. With the exception of Alternative 3a, which has a station at 
Isabel/Stanley as well as Downtown Livermore, all the alternatives with a downtown 
station also have a second station on the freeway (Alternatives la, 1b, and 3) or havea 
station at Vasco Road, which would also serve as a freeway intercept station. As noted 
in the parking discussion that begins on page 3.2-138 of the Draft Program EIR, 
additional parking could be provided at the other non-downtown BART stations (page 
3.2-139), and construction of additional parking at the non-downtown stations is 
required by Mitigation M easure TR-6.1. 


Denise Lenz 


The commentor is in favor of an alignment along the freeway. Please refer to M aster 
Response 5 of this document, regarding various impacts of the Downtown Livermore 
Station to the character and quality of Downtown Livermore. 


Please refer to Master Response 6 of this document, regarding issues related to crime 
and impacts to police services. 


Please refer to Master Response 5 of this document, regarding parking in the 
downtown area. 


Paul Weiss 


The comment concerns the merits of a downtown station and does not concern the 
adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA. The BART 
Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the 
final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


Construction impacts are discussed in Section 3.16, Construction Impacts, of the Draft 
Program EIR, including a requirement for a Construction Phasing and Traffic 
M anagement Plan (Mitigation M easure CI-TR-1.1). Please also refer to Section 3.5 in 
the Draft Program EIR regarding visual impacts of aerial alignments. Also please refer 
to Section 1.4 of this document regarding the new hybrid alternative, Alternative 2b, 
which includes an underground alignment down Portola Avenue to a downtown station, 
and continuing on to a terminus station at V asco Road. 
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PH 2-S8.3 


PH2-S9 


PH 2-S9.1 


PH 2-S9.2 


PH2-S9.3 


PH2-S10 


PH 2-S10.1 


PH2-S10.2 


PH2-S11 


PH2-S11.1 


PH 2-S11.2 


Please refer to M aster Response 8, regarding Livermore's contribution to funding. 
Anthony Godrich 


The comment concerns the merits of an alignment along 1-580. The BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing 
to select a preferred alternative. 


Land use effects of the BART extension are discussed in Section 3.3, Land Use, and 
urban sprawl or growth-inducement is discussed in Section 4.4, Growth Inducing 
Impacts, of the Draft Program EIR. Please note that BART and principal funding 
agencies such as MTC have adopted policies to promote compact, high-density 
development around station sites, and that the potential for transit-oriented development 
(TOD) at stations is an important factor in station selection, as discussed in the Draft 
Program EIR, Section 5.4. 


Please see Table 3.2-20 on page 3.2-55 of the Draft Program EIR for the estimated 
number of BART trips generated from San Joaquin County for each alternative, 
demonstrating that several alternatives (not just those with a Greenville Station) will 
serve commuters from San Joaquin County. In addition, as noted in Section 5.4 in the 
Draft Program EIR, a BART extension would require increased development around 
Station sites to meet MTC #3434 requirements. 


Clay Widmayer 


The commentor is in support of Alternative 2a because of economic, traffic, and 
energy benefits. Traffic and energy benefits are discussed in Sections 3.2 and 3.15 of 
the Draft Program EIR. 


As requested by the commentor, this Final Program EIR includes a new option that is 
comprised of alignment segments from Alternatives 2a and 3. The new alternative, 
Alternative 2b, has a subway along Portola Avenue to a Downtown Livermore Station 
and continues at-grade to a terminus station at Vasco Road. The new alternative is 
described and its impacts analyzed in Section 1.4 of this document. 


Dave Williams 


For the extension project to move forward, a preferred project would need to be 
selected by the BART Board. That would be followed by a project-level EIR and 
development of a full-funding plan. Please see Master Response 8 regarding project 
funding and Livermore’s contribution to funding. 


The commentor favors a freeway alignment. Please see M aster Response 5, regarding 
the impacts of a Downtown Livermore Station, and Master Response 6, regarding 
safety and security around BART stations. 
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PH2-S12 


PH2-S12.1 


PH 2-S12.2 


PH2-S13 


PH 2-$13.1 


PH2-S14 


PH 2-S14.1 


PH2-S14.2 


Ed Hallie 


The commentor supports alternatives along the freeway to avoid environmental impacts 
of the non-freeway alignments. The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits 
of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


As noted in the comment, the Portola Alternative (Alternative 3) would have a 
maintenance facility west of North Mines Road between First Street and the UPRR 
tracks. As stated in the noise analysis for the Portola maintenance yard (page 3.10-55 
of the Draft Program EIR), the facility may generate day-night noise levels of 71 dBA 
and would exceed significance criteria. Therefore, noise impacts from the maintenance 
facility would be potentially significant. Please refer to Section 3.6 in the Draft 
Program EIR regarding the potential impacts to the Trevarno Road Historic District. 


Tracy Cunningham 


The comment concerns the merits of the Portola or Las Positas alternatives. The 
BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during 
the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


Bob Baltzer 


This comment correctly states that for any alternative serving either the Isabel/l-580 or 
Greenville East Station to be eligible for regional funding, plans for future development 
of the two station areas—both of which lay partially outside the City’s existing Urban 
Growth Boundary (UGB)—would have to be developed and adopted. The location of 
these two stations on or near the UGB is illustrated on Figure 3.3-4 of the Draft 
Program EIR (page 3.3-21). 


As explained and analyzed in Section 5.4, Regional Transit-Oriented Development 
Policies, conformance to MTC Resolution #3434, and thus eligibility for MTC 
funding, requires that alternatives meet a corridor-wide station area housing threshold 
of 3,850 units. This threshold includes existing and planned units within one-half mile 
of stations. In the case of the Isabel/Il-580 and Greenville East Stations, these one-half 
mile station areas extend beyond the City and County UGB. It follows that future 
development within those station areas would also conflict with UGB policy (see page 
5-16, paragraph 3). 


As requested by the commentor, this Final Program EIR includes a new option that is 
comprised of alignment segments from Alternatives 2a and 3. The new alternative, 
Alternative 2b, has a subway along Portola Avenue to a Downtown Livermore Station 
and continues at-grade to a terminus station at Vasco Road. The new alternative is 
described and its impacts are analyzed in Section 1.4 of this document. 
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PH2-S15 


PH2-S15.1 


PH 2-S15.2 


PH 2-S15.3 


PH2-S15.4 


PH2-S16 


PH2-S16.1 


PH 2-S16.2 


Kirsten Whitlock 


Please refer to M aster Response 8 for a discussion of project funding and Livermore's 
contribution to funding. 


Costs for the proposed alternatives are presented in Appendix B of the Draft Program 
EIR. Those costs are for the vehicles, right-of-way, stations, maintenance yards, and 
other facilities needed for an extension from the Dublin/Pleasanton Station to 
Livermore. The western terminus station for the Dublin/Pleasanton line is Daly City. 
Costs for other portions of the line between Dublin/Pleasanton and Daly City have not 
been identified. 


Please refer to the Draft Program EIR pages 3.2-138 to 3.2-139 for discussion of 
parking for Downtown and non-Downtown Livermore Station alternatives. For 
parking demand, supply and the shortfall or surplus of parking compared to demand for 
each of the alignment alternatives, please refer to Tables 3.2-32 and 3.2-33 on pages 
3.2-140 and 141, respectively, of the Draft Program EIR. The comment is correct that 
each alignment alternative includes additional parking. 


The commentor supports the hybrid alignment. See Response 15.1. Bus service by 
local providers, such as LAVTA, would likely realign existing routes to serve a new 
station. However, BART would welcome the use of any additional transit service, 
such as shuttle busses by local employers that would enhance local transit service. 


Robert Allen 


The commentor supports Alternative 4, the one-station alternative to Isabel/l-580, and 
is concerned about cost. Project costs for each alternative are provided in Appendix B 
of the Draft Program EIR. CEQA requires a general description of a project's 
economic characteristics but does not require a more detailed cost analysis. The BART 
Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives, including 
costs, during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. Please note that the 
table referred to in this speaker’s comment is included in the record as an attachment to 
Comment Letters 50, 51, and 52, and is included in the responses to those written 
comments. 


The comment also suggests extending BART along the I-580 median to a station north 
of the 1-580 along the Southern Pacific right-of-way. For a discussion of an alternative 
with a station north of |-580 see Response 42.4. As noted beginning on page 3. 3-35 in 
Section 3.3, Land Use, various alignments would have a less-than-significant effect 
related to the division of communities (great wall effect). Visual impacts of the aerial 
structures were addressed in Section 3.5 of the Draft Program EIR. 
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PH2-S17 


PH2-S17.1 


PH 2-S18 


PH 2-S18.1 


PH 2-S19 


PH 2-S19,1 


PH2-S20 


PH2-S20.1 


PH 2-S20.2 


PH2-S21 


PH 2-S21.1 


PH2-S22 


PH 2-S22.1 


Tom O'Neill 


Please refer to Section 4.4, Growth-Inducing Impacts, in the Draft Program EIR 
regarding transit-oriented development requirements and the potential for growth- 
inducing impacts. As discussed in the Draft Program EIR, page 1-13, promoting TOD 
opportunities is an important objective of the project. 


Esther Waltz 


The commentor supports an alternative with a downtown station. The BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing 
to select a preferred alternative. 


Valerie Raymond 


Please refer to Responses 106.1 through 106.4, and Response 106.17, regarding 
similar issues raised by the speaker in her comment letter. 


Carol Mahoney 


BART will continue to work with the Zone 7 staff and Board of Directors as the 
project moves forward. 


BART acknowledges that Zone 7 is a current and future property owner in the Chain of 
Lakes area, and the EIR has been revised to reflect this. Please see Response 12.2. 


Sarah Palmer 


The commentor supports the hybrid alternative or having a terminus station at 
Greenville. This Final Program EIR includes an option that is comprised of alignment 
segments from Alternatives 2a and 3. The new alternative, Alternative 2b, has a 
subway along Portola Avenue to a Downtown Livermore Station and continues at-grade 
to a terminus station at Vasco Road. The new alternative is described and its impacts 
are analyzed in Section 1.4 of this document. Alternatives 1, 1a, and 1b include a 
terminus station at Greenville, and their impacts are described in the Draft Program 
EIR. 


Martin Isenburg 


The commentor supports a downtown station. The BART Board of Directors will 
consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a 
preferred alternative. 
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PH 2-S23 Gary Oehrle 


PH2-S23.1 A summary of the visual impacts of each alternative is provided in Table 3.5-1 of the 
Draft Program EIR (page 3.5-18). All of the build alternatives, with the exception of 
Alternatives 3 and 4, were found to have potentially significant and unavoidable 
impacts related to visual compatibility. In addition, all of the build alternatives, with 
the exception of Alternative 4, were found to have potentially significant impacts 
related to light and glare. All elements of the alternatives, including 
alignments/routing, stations, and yards, were considered in these conclusions. 


As explained in Section 3.5, Visual Quality, the standards of significance for 
determining visual impacts are based on CEQA Guidelines and professional judgment 
(page 3.5-14, paragraph 4). According to CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, a significant 
impact related to view obstruction would occur in the event of a “substantial adverse 
effect on an important view or scenic vista that is normally experienced by large 
numbers of people” (see Draft Program EIR, page 3.5-14, second bullet point). As 
explained under Methodology on page 3.5-15, all of the perspectives selected for 
photosimulations in the Draft Program EIR were chosen because they are considered 
representative vantage points of the project, as viewed by a principal user group. None 
of the maintenance yard locations were deemed representative vantage points that 
would be viewed by large numbers of people. 


As pointed out in this comment, the Greenville Y ard would be constructed on a large, 
approximately 120-acre site (page 2-15). It would contain structures ranging in height 
from one to two stories and up to three stories for the yard control tower (page 2-52, 
paragraph 1). Still, the Draft Program EIR concludes that the yard would not 
adversely affect the surrounding visual setting, as it would not introduce elements that 
are vastly different from the existing light industrial and highway commercial uses near 
the site. The possible 100-foot communication tower would be narrow enough such 
that views are not significantly obstructed (page 3.5-22, paragraph 4). Although the 
position of the yard, which would be at-grade at the base of the 1-580 overpass, would 
be highly visible to westbound drivers, it also means that the yard is unlikely to 
adversely affect views (page 3.5-38 to 3.5-39). 


The impacts of each alternative associated with light and glare are fully assessed in the 
Draft Program EIR. Any alternative that creates a new source of light or glare that 
adversely affects day or nighttime views would result in a potentially significant visual 
impact (page 3.5-15, first bullet point). As summarized in Table 3.5-1 (page 3.5-18), 
all of the alternatives, with the exception of Alternative 4, would have potentially 
significant impacts related to light or glare. Table 3.5-2 (pages 3.5-19 to 3.5-21) 
identifies light from either the Greenville Y ard, Vasco Y ard, or Portola/Railroad Y ard 
as largely responsible for these impacts. The Draft Program EIR also states that these 
impacts could be reduced to less-than-significant levels via the development of sensitive 
lighting design specifications (M itigation M easure V Q-4.1, page 3.5-44). 
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PH 2-S23.2 Greenville Y ard is one of three locations considered for a maintenance facility. The 
location of the maintenance facility is dependent on the alignment of the preferred 
alternative and a number of related factors, including available land, topography, 
access, and the location of the terminus station. Any alternative location would need to 
satisfy a variety of criteria. 


PH2-S24 Dennis Manzo 


PH 2-S24.1 The Final Program EIR does not consider an alternative with a subway to a downtown 
station combined with a freeway station at Greenville. However, the Final Program 
EIR does contain a new alternative, Alternative 2b, that is similar to the alternative 
suggested by the commentor. Alternative 2b has a subway along Portola Avenue to a 
Downtown Livermore Station and continues at-grade to a terminus station at Vasco 
Road. The new alternative provides similar benefits to the alternative suggested by the 
commentor, and the new alternative is described and its benefits and impacts are 
analyzed in Section 1.4 of this document. 


Although a subway to a downtown station with a terminus station at Greenville was not 
evaluated in the Draft Program EIR, all the alignment segments, right-of-way 
configurations and station locations suggested by this commentor were evaluated, and 
the benefits and impacts of the individual segments are evaluated in the Draft Program 
EIR. This combination of segments and stations does not provide the same level of 
benefits as other alternatives, and has additional impacts that are not present in other 
alternatives. This combination of segments would have been the longest mileage of 
any of the alternatives to incorporate a subway segment, and thus would have been the 
most costly alternative to build--more costly than Alternative 2b, which is currently the 
highest cost alternative at $3.83 billion. This configuration would have added 
approximately $300 to $400 million to the cost of the project, based on average unit 
mileage cost. Alternative 2b, with Vasco Road as the freeway intercept station site, 
accomplishes the same goals as the alternative suggested by this commentor and 
provides similar benefits, without the added cost of building a longer alignment to 
Greenville. Further, the station and yard sites at Greenville are constrained by 
biological issues and may not be feasible to build. Please refer to Master Response 7 
regarding potential restrictions on the use of the Greenville Y ard and Greenville Station 
sites due to biological concerns. The Greenville station site also has limitations on 
development due to the proximity to the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) and the 
presence nearby of sensitive species and habitats, and thus it would be more difficult to 
meet the MTC TOD requirements with the Greenville site substituting for the V asco 
site. This would mean that more development would need to be concentrated in 
Downtown Livermore to meet the MTC TOD levels, which would create more impacts 
in Downtown Livermore. For these reasons, this alternative was not considered 
reasonable and feasible. 
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PH 2-S25 


PH 2-S25.1 


PH 2-S26 


PH 2-S26.1 


PH 2-826.2 


PH 2-S27 


PH2-S27.1 


PH 2-S27.2 


PH 2-S27.3 


Chris George 


The commentor supports a Downtown Livermore Station and the “hybrid” alternative. 
This Final Program EIR includes an option that is comprised of alignment segments 
from Alternatives 2a and 3. The new alternative, Alternative 2b, has a subway along 
Portola Avenue to a Downtown Livermore Station and continues at-grade to a terminus 
station at Vasco Road. The new alternative is described and its impacts are analyzed in 
Section 1.4 of this document. 


Francisco Diemond 


Please refer to Master Response 5 of this document, regarding various impacts of the 
Downtown Livermore Station including parking and traffic in Downtown Livermore. 


The Draft Program EIR examined the effects of BART on the community, including 
traffic and parking (Section 3.2), land use (Section 3.3) and noise (Section 3.10). 
Please see Master Response 5 for a discussion of expected impacts of a Downtown 
Livermore Station and Master Response 6 for safety and security around BART 
stations. A change in private property values, in itself, is not considered an 
environmental impact under CEQA. 


J ohn Shirley 


This comment correctly states that project approval and funding by the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission (MTC) is dependent upon conformance to regional transit- 
oriented development (TOD) policy. As explained and analyzed in Section 5.4, 
Regional Transit-Oriented Development Policy, MTC’s Resolution #3434 TOD policy 
establishes that BART extensions must meet a corridor-level, station area threshold of 
3,850 housing units, including existing and planned units. The degree to which each 
alternative satisfies this threshold is summarized in Table 5-4 (page 5-15). As shown 
in Table 5-4, although the number of housing units around the Isabel/l-580 Station is 
expected to increase significantly by 2030, it will remain below the corridor-level 
average of 3,850 units. As this comment points out, the Downtown Livermore Station 
area was found to have the highest potential for future housing, the result of 1,841 
existing units supplemented by future housing that would result from high-density 
residential development policy contained in the Livermore’s Downtown Specific Plan. 


This comment supports an underground alignment because of environmental and safety 
concerns. Noise and vibration impacts from underground and above-ground 
alternatives are discussed in Section 3.10 in the Draft Program EIR. 


The comment concerns the merits of a downtown station combined with a station at 
Greenville and does not concern the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART's 
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PH 2-S28 


PH 2-S28.1 


PH 2-S28.2 


PH 2-S28.3 


PH2-S29 


PH 2-$29.1 


PH 2-S30 


PH 2-S30.1 


PH2-S31 


PH 2-$31.1 


compliance with CEQA. The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the 
alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


M ike Ansell 


The commentor concerns the merits of a station at Isabel/l-580 and does not concern 
the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA. The 
BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during 
the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


This comment concerns the merits of a project alternative and does not concern the 
adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA. The BART 
Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the 
final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


The commentor supports a Downtown Livermore Station and a station at Greenville. 
The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives 
during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


Neil Smith 


This comment concerns the merits of choosing an alignment along the |-580 corridor 
due to concerns about cost and right-of-way preservation. This comment does not 
concern the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA. 
The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives 
during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


Tamara Reus 


This comment supports choosing an alignment through downtown and the “hybrid” 
alternative. See Section 1.4 of this document for a description and analysis of impacts 
of the “hybrid” alternative. A discussion of transit-oriented development potential and 
constraints associated with the urban growth boundary for each alternative are provided 
in Section 5.4 in the Draft Program EIR. The BART Board of Directors will consider 
the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred 
alternative. 


Susie E dgar-L ee 


Please refer to Response PH 2-S30.1 concerning the merits of Alternative 2a through 
downtown with a Vasco Station terminus. Also, please refer to Master Response 5 
regarding issues at the Downtown Livermore Station site, including traffic and parking 
issues. 
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PH 2-$31.2 


PH2-S32 


PH 2-$32.1 


PH 2-$32.2 


PH 2-S33 


PH 2-S33.1 


PH 2-S33.2 


Section 3.5, Visual Quality, fully assesses the impacts of each alternative associated 
with light and glare. As stated on page 3.5-15 (first bullet point), any alternative that 
creates a new source of light or glare that adversely affects day or nighttime views 
would result in a potentially significant visual impact, as per CEQA Standards of 
Significance. As summarized in Table 3.5-1 (page 3.5-18) all of the alternatives, with 
the exception of Alternative 4, would have potentially significant impacts related to 
light or glare. Table 3.5-2 (pages 3.5-19 to 3.5-21) identifies that it is light from either 
the Greenville Y ard, Vasco Yard or Portola/Railroad Y ard that is responsible these 
impacts. 


The Draft Program EIR concludes that these impacts could be reduced to less-than- 
significant levels via the development and implementation of sensitive lighting design 
specifications (Mitigation M easure VQ-4.1, page 3.5-44). These specifications include 
the screening and shielding of light sources, in order to reduce spillover light onto 
neighboring residential properties and avoid aircraft safety concerns. They would be 
developed as part of station lighting plans, in consultation with a lighting design 
specialist. 


E amsee L akamsani 


Please refer to Response PH 2-S30.1 concerning the merits of Alternative 2a through 
downtown. Please refer to Master Response 6 regarding safety and security issues 
around BART stations. The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the 
alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


Please refer to M aster Response 1 regarding program-level versus project-level review. 
At this time, the layout of each of the stations is not known; however, as part of the 
project-level analysis the parking, pedestrian, and bicycle connections would be 
evaluated further. Also, local transit would likely reroute their service to include the 
new stations. BART would welcome the use of any additional transit service, such as 
shuttle busses by local employers that would enhance local transit service. 


J eff Kaskey 


The comment refers to the merits of Alternative 3. The BART Board of Directors will 
consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a 
preferred alternative. 


Please refer to Master Response 6 of this document, regarding the relationship of 
BART stations and crime. The comment refers to planning that has been completed in 
associated with the Caltrain stations along the Peninsula and the transit and urban 
development around those stations. As noted in the Draft EIR, transit-oriented 
development would be required around each new BART station, and local transit would 
likely reroute their service to include the new stations. 
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PH 2-533.3 


PH 2-S33.4 


PH 2-S34 


PH 2-S34.1 


PH 2-S35 


PH 2-S35.1 


PH 2-535. 2 


PH 2-S36 


PH 2-$36.1 


This comment concerns the merits of choosing a phased approach to project 
implementation. A phased construction schedule would be considered when a specific 
project is proposed, as part of project-level EIR evaluation. However, both the one- 
station alternatives (Alternatives 4 and 5) could be constructed and then extended in a 
subsequent phase, so that no removal of phase 1 facilities would be necessary. 


This comment concerns the merits of choosing a downtown station. This comment 
does not concern the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART's compliance with 
CEQA. The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment 
alternatives and station locations during the final hearing to select a preferred 
alternative. Please refer to Master Response 5 regarding issues at the Downtown 
Livermore Station site. 


Rushell Saedecor 


The comment refers to the merits of a downtown station and opportunities for transit- 
oriented development (TOD). As discussed in the Draft Program EIR, page 1-13, 
promoting TOD opportunities is an important objective of the project. The BART 
Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the 
final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


Rebecca Harris 


The alignment for Alternative 1a through the Chain of Lakes area would be an aerial 
configuration. The vertical alignment for Alternative 1a through the Chain of Lakes 
area is indicated in Figure 2-6 in the Draft Program EIR (page 2-18), and described on 
page 2-17. Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding impacts associated with the 
aerial alignment through the Chain of Lakes. 


Please refer to Section 3.2 in the Draft Program EIR regarding ridership and commuter 
origins for each alternative. As noted, all alternatives, not just the Greenville 
alternatives would draw commuters from further east. Please refer to Section 5-4 in 
the Draft Program EIR, and Master Response 5 of this document regarding issues at 
the Downtown Livermore Station site, including transit-oriented development, traffic, 
and parking issues. A change in private property values, in itself, is not considered an 
environmental impact under CEQA. Please refer to Master Response 6 regarding 
Safety and security issues around BART stations. The impacts of constructing a 
subway along Portola Avenue (Alternative 3) are described in Section 3.16, 
Construction I mpacts. 


Henry Shay 


Please refer to responses to Comment Letter 112 from the speaker, in particular 
Response 112.2. 
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PH 2-S37 Jim Hamilton 


PH 2-S37.1 A change in private property values, in itself, is not considered an environmental 
impact under CEQA. Noise is discussed in Section 3.10, Noise and Vibration, of the 
Draft Program EIR. Table 3.10-8 on page 3.10-23 summarizes the anticipated noise 
and vibration impacts from the alternatives in the program and the expected results 
from mitigation efforts. For the alternatives that go through central Livermore, noise 
from train operations, substations and local traffic were all identified as potentially 
significant issues. To minimize these impacts, the Draft Program EIR identifies 
mitigation measures such as sound walls; see NO-1.1 on page 3.10-53. However, 
sufficient information is not available under this program-level analysis to conclude 
with certainty that this mitigation would reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. 
BART would carefully examine noise impacts and mitigation measures in the project- 
level EIR when a specific project is proposed and more detailed designs are available, 
to determine if impacts can be reduced further. Please refer also to M aster Response 
5, which discusses noise impacts in Downtown Livermore. 


PH 2-S37.2 The comment refers to the merits of the alternatives. The BART Board of Directors 
will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing to select a 
preferred alternative. 


As explained beginning on page 3.7-35 of the Draft Program EIR, in the analysis of 
impact GEO-1 Ground Rupture, there would be a high potential for fault rupture effects 
in the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone along the Greenville fault. The Greenville 
Station (Alternatives 1, la, and 1b) and the Greenville Maintenance Y ard would be 
required to be constructed to BART Facility Standards, which incorporate State and 
federal code requirements, as well as those listed on page 3. 7-36 of the Draft Program 
EIR. Consequently, site-specific investigations would be required in the Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zone to determine the location of on-site fault traces; no structures 
for human occupancy would be permitted to be constructed across an active fault trace; 
station/maintenance structures and buildings would be required to be constructed in 
accordance with the seismic standards of the California Building Code; and aerial 
structures would be designed to the standards set forth by Caltrans Bridge Design 
Specifications, the American Concrete Institute Building Code Requirements for 
Reinforced Concrete, and the American Institute of Steel Construction’s Allowable 
Stress Design Specifications and Load and Resistance Factor Design Specifications. 
The required design and construction would reduce the risk of injury, damage, or loss 
from ground rupture to less than significant. 


PH 2-537.3 This comment concerns the merits of building an extension to Livermore. The BART 
Board of Directors will consider the merits of the program and the alignment 
alternatives and station locations during the final hearing to select a preferred 
alternative. 
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PH 2-S38 Bill Zagotta 


PH 2-S38.1 This comment concerns the merits of a downtown station. The BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the station locations during the final hearing to 
select a preferred alternative. Please refer also to Master Response 5 for additional 
information on impacts in Downtown Livermore. 


PH 2-S38.2 Future housing development associated with existing land use plans and policies is 
assessed in Section 3.3, Land Use and Section 5.4, Regional Transit-Oriented 
Development Policy, of the Draft Program EIR. Both sections identify the Downtown 
Livermore Station area as a locus of future residential development. As illustrated in 
Draft Program EIR Figure 3.3-5 (page 3.3-29), a large quantity of the Downtown 
Livermore Station area is designated for either Multi-Family Residential or Downtown 
Area land use by the Livermore General Plan. As such, the area supports both mixed- 
use and urban-oriented, multi-family residential development (page 3.3-32, paragraph 
3). 


The Draft Program EIR also explains that the Downtown Area land use designation is 
associated with the Livermore Downtown Specific Plan, which calls for the 
reestablishment of downtown as a viable city center (page 3.3-25, final paragraph). As 
shown in Draft Program EIR Figure 3.3-4 (page 3.3-21) the majority of the Downtown 
Livermore Station footprint is located within the 272-acre plan area. Specifically, the 
one-half mile Downtown Livermore Station area partially contains two districts 
identified by the Downtown Specific Plan as centers of transit-oriented development 
(page 3.3-26, paragraph 2). 


Future residential development in Downtown Livermore is also assessed in Section 5.4, 
Regional Transit-Oriented Development Policy, as part of the analysis of each 
alternative’s consistency with MTC Resolution #3434 (page 5-14). As explained on 
page 5-14, housing projection estimates for each station area are based on growth 
assumptions from the City of Livermore General Plan, as well as various specific and 
neighborhood plans and planned development projects (paragraph 5). As shown in 
Table 5-4 (page 5-15), the year 2030 housing projection for the Downtown Livermore 
Stain area is the highest of all five station areas. 


PH 2-S38.3 Please see Draft Program EIR Figure 3.2-5 (page 3.2-68) and Response 109.14 for a 
detailed discussion of the traffic impacts. In summary, while the alternatives do have 
some beneficial freeway impacts, all of the alternatives generate more traffic over the 
Altamont Pass, which causes localized increased traffic congestion on |-580 east of the 
eastern terminus station for the BART alternatives. 


PH 2-S38.4 All crossings of the BART tracks will be grade separated with either an underpass or 
overpass, so there will be no barriers to traffic flow. Please refer to the Draft Program 
EIR Tables 3.2-14, 3.2-15, and 3.2-16 on pages 3.2-37 through 3.2-39 for proposed 
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intersection and roadway improvements in Pleasanton and Livermore near the study 
area, respectively. For noise issues please refer to Section 3.10, Noise and Vibration, 
of the Draft Program EIR. 


PH 2-S38.5 This comment concerns the need for parking at a Downtown Livermore Station. 
BART provides parking for customer access at most stations on the system with the 
exception of stations in San Francisco (except Glen Park), and the Downtown Oakland 
and Downtown Berkeley stations. All suburban stations provide parking, including in 
the downtowns of smaller cities, such as Hayward, Walnut Creek, Lafayette, and 
Orinda. As described on page 3.2-138 under Impact TR-6, the parking supply at the 
Downtown Livermore Station was purposely constrained to be consistent with the 
parking and land use policies for the downtown area. Table 3.2-32 shows the parking 
deficit anticipated at the downtown station in the various alternatives. 


PH 2-S39 Darryl Wood 


PH 2-S39.1 This comment concerns a new alternative proposed by the commentor that would have 
a subway to and underground station in Downtown Livermore and a terminus station at 
Greenville. This alternative would be similar to Alternative 2b, except that it would be 
extended to Greenville instead of terminating at Vasco Road. Please see the description 
of Alternative 2b in Section 1.4 of this document. The commentor proposes that future 
infill stations could be built at Isabel/l-580 or at Vasco Road after the tracks were built 
to Greenville. Please refer to Response PH2-S24.1, regarding the reasons that the 
basic alternative combining an underground station in Downtown Livermore with an 
extension to a Greenville station was not considered in the Draft Program EIR. 
Regarding future infill stations, this document has not considered three-station 
alternatives, primarily because of cost considerations. Future phasing will be examined 
in the project-level EIR/EIS. The purpose of the Program EIR is to allow the selection 
of a preferred alignment to be made, enabling right-of-way preservation. Provisions 
for future infill stations, if feasible, would simply be made along the chosen alignment, 
thus it is not critical to decide on their locations at this time. 


PH 2-S40 Steve Plummer 


PH 2-S40.1 This comment concerns the merits of the alternatives that use the Chain of 
Lakes/Stanley Boulevard corridor. Please refer also to Master Response 3 for 
additional information on the alignments through the Chain of Lakes. Traffic, land use 
(including physical division of an existing community), noise, and visual/ light and 
glare issues are addressed in Section 3.2, Transportation, Section 3.3, Land Use, 
Section 3.10, Noise and Vibration, and Section 3.5, Visual Quality, of the Draft 
Program EIR, respectively. A change in private property values, in itself, is not 
considered an environmental impact under CEQA. The BART Board of Directors will 
consider the merits of the alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred 
alternative. 
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PH 2-S40.2 


PH2-S41 


PH2-S41.1 


PH 2-S41.2 


PH 2-S42 


PH 2-S42.1 


PH 2-S42.2 


This comment concerns the merits of Alternative 1. The BART Board of Directors 
will consider the merits of the alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred 
alternative. 


Stanley Bishop 


This comment concerns the need for additional parking to access BART and the 
amount of funds paid to BART by local residents. Parking is discussed in Section 3.2, 
Transportation, of the Draft Program EIR, with the parking supply proposed for each 
station and the parking demand shown in Table 3.2-32 on page 3.2-140. Please refer 
to Master Response 8 for a discussion of the funding for the project and Livermore's 
contribution to funding. 


Please refer to the Draft Program EIR, pages 3.2-138 to 3.2-139 for discussion of 
parking for downtown and non-downtown station alternatives. For parking demand, 
supply and the shortfall or surplus of parking for each alignment alternative, please 
refer to Tables 3.2-32 and 3.2-33 on pages 3.2-140 to 141. Please refer to page 3.2-42 
to the section entitled “Parking Improvement Projects” for discussion of parking 
improvement plans in the BART station areas. Itis not BART's policy to give parking 
preference to residents of one city over another. However, if the City of Livermore 
were to provide parking for the BART station, the city would have to option of giving 
preference to its residents. 


J oseph Rard 


Please refer to Master Response 7 for a discussion of potential habitat issues at the 
Greenville Y ard site. 


Please refer to Table 3.2-22 on pages 3.2-57 and 3.2-58 of the Draft Program EIR. 
This table shows the estimated mode of access characteristics for the BART extension 
alternatives. The modes of access differ between the stations and reflect certain 
characteristics of the station and station area. For example, stations close to residential 
and employment population centers would be expected to have a higher walk mode 
share. It is also important to note that these estimates are based on current land use 
policies and do not consider potential transit oriented-development that could occur 
around stations should the cities or the County opt to allow greater development 
densities around the stations. For those alternatives with a station in Downtown 
Livermore the percentage of the BART patrons entering the station by walking ranged 
from 4 to 7 percent, while those using park-and-ride ranged from 49 to 56 percent. It 
is correct that access by auto would be predominant mode of travel to a downtown 
station. However, it is important to note that the access characteristics of the suburban 
stations sites located away from developed areas such as the Greenville East and the 
Isabel/I-580 stations is much more auto oriented, with as much as 80 percent of the 
access occurring by auto. It is correct that existing land uses and station alternatives 
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PH 2-S42.3 


PH 2-S43 


PH 2-S43.1 


PH2-S44 


PH 2-S44.1 


PH2-S45 


PH 2-S45.1 


PH 2-S45.2 


would support using BART to commute to work. For each of the alternatives it was 
assumed that LAVTA bus services would be reconfigured to serve the new BART 
Stations (See page 3.2-132 of the Draft Program EIR). 


This comment concerns the merits of having a station close to Las Positas College. 
The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the station locations and 
alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


Harry Briley 


As shown on Draft Program EIR Figures 3.10-7, 3.10-8, 3.10-10, and 3.10-12, 
Alternatives la, 1b, 2a, and 3a may result in significant noise increases to sensitive 
receptors near Stanley Boulevard. To minimize these impacts, the Draft Program EIR 
identifies several mitigation measures. Noise mitigation measures as outlined under 
NO-1.1 on page 3.10-53 would be evaluated to reduce noise levels from the BART 
trains, e.g., sound walls. However, sufficient information is not available under this 
program-level analysis to conclude with certainty that this mitigation would reduce 
impacts to less-than-significant levels. BART would carefully examine noise impacts 
and mitigation measures when a specific project is proposed and more detailed designs 
are available, in the project-level EIR, to determine if impacts can be reduced further. 


Marcha Futch 


This comment concerns the merits of an alternative serving Downtown Livermore and 
Vasco Road. The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives 
during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


Jim Waldron 


It is correct that access by auto would be predominant mode of travel to BART 
stations, wherever they are located. For those alternatives with a station in Downtown 
Livermore the expected percentage of the BART patrons entering the station by 
walking ranges from 4 to 7 percent, while those using park-and-ride ranges from 49 to 
56 percent. However, it is important to note that the access characteristics of the 
suburban stations sites located away from developed areas such as the Greenville East 
and the Isabel/I-580 stations is much more auto oriented, with as much as 80 percent of 
the access occurring by auto. It is also important to note that these estimates are based 
on current land use policies and do not consider potential transit oriented-development 
that could occur around stations should the cities or the County opt to allow greater 
development densities around the stations. 


Please refer the Draft Program EIR, page 3.2-40 to the section entitled “Connecting 
Transit Improvement Projects” for discussion of future planned transit connection 
improvements expected for the Livermore, Pleasanton, and Dublin areas. It is expected 
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PH2-S46 


PH 2-S46.1 


PH 2-S46.2 


PH 2-S46.3 


PH 2-S46.4 


PH 2-S47 


PH 2-S47.1 


that existing bus routes would be reconfigured to respond to changes in demand and to 
provide service to the BART extension stations. As this Program EIR is intended to 
provide a comparison of alternatives, development of detail plans for bus and shuttle 
access to stations have not been prepared. A more detailed bus and shuttle service plan 
would be part of any project-specific EIR which is to be prepared in the future. 


Clyde Hoenig 


This comment concerns the merits of an alternative with a Greenville station. Please 
see Response PH 2-S36.1 regarding the Urban Growth Boundary in the Greenville area. 
The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives during the 
final hearing to select a preferred alternative. Please refer to Master Response 7 
regarding the Greenville location. 


Transit-oriented development (TOD) as identified in the EIR includes all development 
within a one-half mile radius around the stations (station area). This represents the 
area that would be easily accessible to the station by persons without a vehicle, such as 
pedestrians or bicycles. Refer to Section 5-4 regarding regional transit-oriented 
development policies and an evaluation of the existing development and/or potential for 
TOD around each station. 


Please refer to Table 3.2-18 on page 3.2-54 in the Draft Program EIR. This table 
shows the total BART ridership for the No Build Alternative and all BART extension 
alternatives. New BART ridership for each alternative is the difference between the 
No Build System Ridership and the individual Alternatives System Ridership presented 
in the “Change from No Build with Extension” column. Contrary to the statement 
made by the commentor, these new riders are already included in the total ridership 
forecast, and included in the estimates of station parking demand. 


Please refer the Draft Program EIR, page 3.2-40 to the section entitled “Connecting 
Transit Improvement Projects” for discussion of future planned transit connection 
improvements expected for the Livermore, Pleasanton, and Dublin areas. It is expected 
that existing bus routes would be reconfigured to respond to changes in demand and to 
provide service to the BART extension stations. As this Program EIR is intended to 
provide a comparison of alternatives, development of detail plans for bus and shuttle 
access to stations have not been prepared. A more detailed bus and shuttle service plan 
would be part of any project-specific EIR which is to be prepared in the future. 


Ron Acciaioli 


This comment refers to automated parking systems for parking garages. The 
commentor sent information on two systems to BART, and the brochures were 
received. This comment does not concern the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or 
BART’s compliance with CEQA and no further response is warranted. 
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PH 2-S48 J ohn Shirley 

PH 2-S48.1 Please refer to M aster Response 8 concerning the timing for the extension. 

PH 2-S49 Robert Allen 

PH 2-S49.1 Please refer to responses to the speaker’s written comments in Comment Letters 42 
through 52. 

PH 2-S50 Dave Williams 

PH2-S50.1 Please refer to Master Response 8 concerning the funding for the extension and 
Livermore’s contribution to the funding. 

PH 2-S50.2 Please refer the Draft Program EIR, page 3.2-42 to the section entitled “Parking 
Improvement Projects” for discussion of parking improvement plans for the BART 
station areas. It is not BART’s policy to give parking preference to residents of one 
city over another. However, if the City of Livermore were to provide parking for the 
BART station, the city would have to option of giving preference to its residents. 

PH 2-S51 Esther Waltz 

PH 2-S51.1 Please refer to Master Response 5 of this document, regarding various impacts of the 
Downtown Livermore Station to the character and quality of Downtown Livermore. 

PH 2-S52 Virgil Stranger 

PH 2-S52.1 This comment concerns employing Californians to build the extension. This is not a 
CEQA issue and no further response is warranted. 
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1 PROCEEDINGS 

2 MR. EARLY: Good dtpelly I'm David Early. I'ma 

3 consultant to BART, helping to facilitate these public 

4 hearings regarding the BART to Livermore extension EIR 

5 process. Thank you all for being here this evening. Right 

G6 now I'm going to keep this very short and just thank you 

7 all for being here. we do have a formal presentation for 

8 Yow and then we're going to open it up for the public 

9 earing this evening, and T will explain more about that 

10 once we get started. But before that, the first order of 

11 =business really is to introduce Supervisor Scott Haggerty 

12. rom Alameda County who is here this evening and is going 

43 to say 8 Few remarks and then introduce your BART director 
as well. 

15 SUPERVISOR HAGGERTY: First of all, I want to thank 

16 everybody for coming out. Tf think it’s really important. 

17. «It's a ver Taper kent part of the process. 

18 I think, clearly, there's one thing we can be all very 

19 happy with is that we're talking about extending BART 

20 beyond Pleasanton. what that does is that gets tratfic off 

21 580. It gets the traffic out of Pleasanton and cry 

22 streets, and quite Teankiys T think it's a win-win in 

23 relationship to climate c anes and the overall air quality. 

24 T just sat grabanty six hours at the Air District today 

25 talking about air quality and Pleasanton came up several 


times and this BART extension will do a lot in cleaning the 

2 air here in the Tri Valley which, I might add, is an area 

3 of concern for the air district due to the plumes. 

4 I think what we all cannot agree on is the alignments. 

5 ach of you came here tonight and you know there's an 

6 alignment that you don't want to see, an alignment where 

7 ~=you scratch your head and said, “what are you thinking? 

8 why are they doing this?” 

9 Quite frankly, a lot of these alignments are alignments 
10 that we have to study to satisfy the Environmental Impact 
11 = Report to make sure we don't get sued. So if you see 
12 ganesh ng ag like, for example, BART running through the 
13 future Chain of Lakes, say it. It's okay. It's okay to 
14 ~say it. Believe me. As your county supervisor, I've heard 
15 enough of it in the last month and a hal*, and it would be 
16 very hard for me to ever vote for an alignment that moved 


rs through the Chain of Lakes. So there. "ve tipped my hand 
to you. 
19 If you don't want it in the Chain of Lakes, that's fine 


20 with me. But one thing I do want, IT want a BART extension 
21 down in the city of Livermore. So I am poing to take the 
22 path of least resistance. And if T go through the Chain of 
23 ~=Lakes, something tells me I'm going to get sued by 

24 somebody. IT don’t really want that. well, John will get 
25 sued. But neither one of us wants that because both o 


1 us -- you can tell by our hair -- don't have a lot of time 

2 to get this BART extension going. And some of us have been 

3. working on it for quite a long time. 

4 So don't be afraid to speak your mind, Respectfully is 

5 great. But don't be afraid to say, “You know what? TI 

6 think this alignment stinks. This is my reasons." And 
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7 that’s fine. So feel free. 
8 T will say this. Wwe are further along -- T've been a 
9 county supervisor now for 13 years. We are further along 
10 today in getting BART down to Livermore and clearing the 
11 580 mess up than we've ever been. And I'm going to tel) 
12. +=you the reason why. John McPartland. 


13 John is your BART director. How long you been on now? 
14 A year? 

15 DIRECTOR MCPARTLAND: A year and two weeks. 

16 SUPERVISOR HAGGERTY: A year and two weeks. He 


17. counts them by days. I don't. But really, because of 

18 John’s work, we are now in an Environmental Impact Report 
19 that heeeee ye Sony -- and T don't know if you know 

20 ~=this, but t chair the metropolitan aged siddios on 

21. Commission which is the group that has the money to build 
22 these kinds of extensions -- and if we can get this 

23. “Environmental Impact Report done, then we can start working 
24 with our federal and our state legislators to make sure 
that we can at least get on the list to make sure we start 


1 gertin funding to build this proiect. T think that is the 
2 one thing we all agree on in this room. where we disagree 
3 on, let's talk about it. 

4 with that, I'd like to introduce our great BART 

5 director, John McPartland. Thank you. 

6 DIRECTOR MCPARTLAND: Tonight what we're going to 

7 end up doing is discussing the BART alignments. And T 

8 think Scott give a very good introduction for that. 

9 T've only been a BART director for a little bit over a 
10 year, but it’s very plain that the primey mandate of being 
11 elected in the first place was so that we could end up 
12. getting BART to Livermore. 

13 Now, having said that, there's a lot of emphasis going 
14 ~with the Livermore community. But T don't represent only 
15 Livermore. TI represent the entire Tri Valley area. TI 

16 =represent you. And Scott ended up tipping his hand. Tf 

17. —s can't do that, make that kind of commitment. He's pretty 
18 much stole all of the thunder and gave you a very good 

19 overview from the standpoint of this is a legal 

20 requirement. we have to have the EIR. we have to consider 
21 all the potential alignments. And that’s what we've done. 
22 So we're fulfilling an obligation that we have. And 
23 «your comments that you end up having Soniigane are going to 
24 end up being taken into consideration. T pe going to 
25. end up being answered, each and every one them. 


1 Now, I keep getting more and more polished at this. 

2 Quite frankly, I stand in the shadow of a gentleman from 

3 the Pal seat Siig wach ce in BART by the name of Malcom Quint 
4 But Malcom has been under the weather lately, and so in 

5 order to be able to give the presentation, we have an 

6 a evel who is going to end up doing a better job. He's 
7 Bill Hurrell, Senior Vice President of wilbur smith 

8 Associates. And so he’s going to end ve giving you the 

blow by blow, the presentation that will track with the 

10 =material that you have in your hand. 

sal Don't forget that at any time that you have problems 
12 associated with BART beyond the scope of what we're doing 
13. s~right here tonight, as far as all the facilities of BART: 
14 «security, safety, reliability and everything else, you can 
15 end up coli BART directly. You can end up e-mailing 

16 BART. Everything is going to end up coming to me, and T 
17. ~will be responding to every person a a specific 
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18 concern that can't be handled through any other means. 
19 f'll end up seeing to it that you get satisfaction. All 
20 =right? That's what you hired me for. The pay sucks but 
21 =that's what you hired me for. 


os Pn this time I'd like to go ahead and turn it over to 
Bill. 
24 MR. EARLY: Before B11] gets started, I just want 


25 to do a couple of things. First I want to acknowledge also 


0008 
1 that Council] Member Jerry Thorne from the City of 
2 Pleasanton is here. Jerry, you want to stand up and say 
3 hello to people? Thank you. 
4 And then T did want to mention also that there are a 
5S few free chairs here among the audience for those of you 
6 who are in the back. We are also setting up some chairs at 
7 the back of the room and a few along the side. TI just hate 
8 to see ya'll standing through this pet he ea Bill is 
9 oing to be fascinating, but you still might want to sit 
10 own. So if you do want to take a chair, we'll get some 
4 more an the back, and we do have a few along the side here 
as well. 
13 And with that said, let me turn it over to Bill 
14 ~Hurrell, Senior Vice President with wilbur Smith Associates 
15 to give the presentation. 
16 MR. HURRELL: Thank you, David. As David said, 
17 ~=there are chairs. So let's just take another minute. TI 
18 see several all around. Please fee free to come up and 
19 grab a seat because it is tiring to stand. 
20 Tonight what we're going to do is talk about the Dra*t 
21 Program EIR for the BART to Livermore extension. The first 
22 $hing is that the document itself was published November 
23. «=fifth, and so now we're in what's called the Review Period. 
24 «It's a very critical stage right now because the draft 
25 document is out in the street, and as was previously said, 


this is your opportunity to make comments on the document, 

2 and this is the third public hearing that we've had. Each 

3 one has been very well attended. we've had lots of 

4 comments. we're hoping to receive the same tonight. 

5 The hey thing about the Program EIR is that it looks at 

6 a number of alternatives, but our goal is to try to 

7 identify what the preferred alternative would be. The 

8 reason we want to do this is because it is very important 

9 that we preserve the right of way for the BART extension in 

10 the future. It takes a long time to make these things 

11 =happen, but if we don’t preserve the right of way, it will 

12. +be extremely difficult for a BART extension to occur. So 

13. that’s what this is all about. 

14 Some of the key objectives of the al ram. T think 

15 they are pretty simple. Ridership. That's what BART is 

16 all about, is to attract riders. We want convenient 

17 connections to the other modes in the area paretentar ly to 

18 ACE and to LABDA, and then to the future hig -speed rai 

19 system, Wwe want to promote what we call transit-oriented 

20 development, or higher density development around the BART 

21 =stations. we wants to enhance economic benefits. Wwe want 

22. «to conform with BART's policies but also MTc's regional 

23 per ieras regarding land use. And we also want to do our 

a est fo reduce climate change and to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions. 


Now, aS T mentioned, we have nine different 
2 alternatives, but it’s not quite as confusing as it sounds. 
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3 We group those alternatives by the station where the 
4 alignments ends. And we have seven alternatives that are 
5 two-station alternatives and two that are just 
6 single-station alternatives. Frankly, a number of the 
. alcernet!ves that you see are just variations of each 
other. 
9 The first alternative is what we call Greenville East. 
10 ~=Like all of the alternatives, it starts out at the 
11 = Oublin-Pleasanton BART station and travels in the median of 
12. Interstate 580. In this case, it follows the median of 580 
13. «all the way out to a station near the foot of the Altamont 
14 Pass at Greenville Road. And that's called Greenville 

East. 
16 The station is actually slightly south of T-580. the 
17s reason we put it there was so we could have a connection to 
18 ACE. It's also very accessible from the freeway itself. 
19 There would need to be a yard facility there to provide 
20 storage for BART cars at the very end of the line. There 
21 would also be an intermediate station that we call the 
22. =Tsabel/1I-580 station with this particular alternative. 
23 The second alternative -- actually it is called Ta -- 
24 also terminates at the same location, Greenville East, but 
an it takes quite a different route. It travels down 


1 the 1-580 freeway, and then it passes by what's called 

2 Staples Ranch and swings around the edge of it to go south 
3. through the Chain of Lakes area. It would be on an 

4 elevated aerial structure through the Chain of Lakes area 
5 so as to not conflict with the quarry operations that are 
6 going on there. Then it would swing into the right of way 
7 of the Union Pacific Railroad, the alignment that ACE uses, 
8 and continue east through Livermore with a station in 

9 downtown Livermore, and then would continue on along the 
10s railroad right of way all the way to the Greenville East 
11 ~=s station as before, with the yard location the same as 

12. Alternative 1. 

13 Alternative IB is very similar to 1A. The only 

14 difference is that at the very eastern end, instead of 

18 using what's the main line, the Union Pacific right_of way, 
16 «it would use a spur that’s eccara) Ly a part of the old 

17. + +=Southern Pacific System through this area. B6ut otherwise 
18 it would be exactly the same as IA. 

19 Alternative 2, Los Positas, has a different terminus. 
20 Its terminus is at Vasco Road. It also has somewhat of a 
21 different route. It comes down 580 and it continues along 
22 Los Positas Road and then it swings off the freeway on an 
23 «aerial structure, and through this portion of Livermore it 
24 ~=rejoins the railroad right of way and then there is a 

25. station at Vasco Road. It's the same location where the 


1 existing A Station is, if you're familiar with that. There 
2 would need to be a ae facility, and this would be a 
3 facility right in the vicinity of the vasco Road station. 
4 We also have a station at Isabel 580 with this particular 
5 option. Now, again, one of the reasons for this station is 
6 the ability to have a connection with ACE or with future 
7 ~ high speed rail. 
8 Then Option 24 also goes to Vasco station. ft, 
however, takes the same route that we talked about earlier 
10 ~=through the Chain of Lakes area. ‘So around the edge of 
11 Et» lem Ranch and then down through that area arorg the 
12. ~railroad right of way with a station in downtown Livermore 
13 and another station at Vasco Road and yard facility 
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14 «there. 
1s Alternative 3, Portola, again is a different variation. 
16 This has a terminus in downtown Livermore. It follows 
17 =-I-580 out Portola Road and in a sense they follow the road 
18 into Livermore but it's underground. So it's the only 
19 alternative that pasty involves underground running, and 
20 this was to minimize the impact on the residences and 
21 businesses along that route. So you end Bp actually with 
22 an underground station in Livermore with this option. And 
23 you need to have a yard facility, so it does have a yard 

acility very close to downtown Livermore. It also has the 
25 + Tsabel T-580 station for that particular option. 


1 Railroad is another way of getting to downtown 

2 Livermore. So, again, we have a station downtown. We go 
3 through the Chain of Lakes area. There's a station at 

4  Tsabel Stanley, and then a station at downtown Livermore 
5 with a yard facility in this particular option right near 
6 downtown. 

7 And Isabel/1I-580. This is the first of the two 

8 one-station alternatives that Tf mentioned to you. It's 

9 alternative 4. This can be viewed in many ways. But 

10 probably the most reasonable way to look at it is a phase 
11 of development of the system. You would geyalop this 
12. option and then you would have the ability in the future to 
13. «extend it in a number of different ways. You could extend 
14 along T-580 out to Greenville. You could extend Portola to 
15 downtown, You could extend over the Los Positas alignment. 
16 So it gives you a variety of options in the future as to 

17. ~which way to go. 

18 The one-station alternatives we did not include a yard 
19 facility because they don't require as many additional BART 
20 vehicles. But they do generate a need for an additional 

21 storage facility someplace in the BART system. So this is 
22 something that needs to be considered. 

23 Alternative 5 ts the last one, the quarry alternative. 
24 It has the terminus at the Isabel Stanley location, and it 
25. goes throughout Chain of Lakes and terminates there. As 


1 you can recall from the other alternatives, this could be a 
2 phasing option further extending along the railroad right 

3 of war to a number of the options, the downtown Livermore 

4 all the way to Vasco Road or all the way over to 

5 Greenville. All those options exist for this one. It does 
6 have the ACE connection. 

7 One thing T forget to mention about Alternative 4, it's 
8 the only alternative that does not have a direct connection 
9 to ACE at some point. 

10 This map just summarizes all of the options for you. 

11 Now, it Udaipeord some information here as to how the 

12 alternatives compare. First in terms of ridership, it 

13. «turns out that they are all fairly similar, particularly 

14 «~the two-station alternatives. They all fall within a 

15 relatively small range of 29,000 to 31,000 riders. So less 
16 than a 10 percent variation in ridership. 

17 The options at Greenville East and the options that go 
18 to downtown Vasco tend to be the ones with t reatest 

19 ridership. The one-station alternatives don’t do quite as 
20 =well_in terms of ridership, but they are just 

21 = single-station alternatives so there's not as big an 

22. ~=s investment. 


23 All of the alternatives provide very effective 
24 congestion relief. tft varies with the ridership. It also 
Page 6 
BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 5-105 


June 2010 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 5 Responses to Oral Comments on the Draft Program EIR 


1-6-10 hearing. txt 
varies with the locations of the station. we will talk 


2 
00 
1 about that a little bit more. 
One of the areas they do differ is economic benefits. 

3 The downtown Vasco option, because it has a station 

4 downtown and a station at Vasco Road, two locations that 

5 are very prime for transit-oriented development, it does 

6 have more potential economic benefit than the other 

7 alternatives. And one of the alternatives, Alternative 5, 
8 the quarry alternative, has the least economic bene*it 

9 because there is really no development opportunity there at 
10 =all for that particular option. 

11 I mentioned ACE connection. They all offer that 

12 sd sage except for Alternative 4 that does not have 
t 


13 at. They all are somewhat equal in terms of meeting the 
14s BART ct gb expansion policy, although the Too element is 
15 part of that, and there is a variation there. We do 

16 elieve they all will ultimately satisfy, but we don‘t know 


17—syet pealey what they satisfied in this Too policy. But 
18 they’re all really equal in terms of that. 

19 This table -- it’s very hard to read, I know -- but it 
20 summarizes some of the key benefits. I will just summarize 
21 = what they are. 

22 First, ridership. As T mentioned, they all do 

23 ~=relatively the same in that. But there is significant 

24 ~=sridership which is a very good thing. 

a" Because of that, there is a fairly significant 

1 reduction in the vehicle miles of travel for these 

2 different alternatives. The ones that serve the local 

3 ridership better, particularly ones that have stations such 
4 as Vasco Road or downtown, tend to do better in terms of 

5 vehicle miles of travel reduction than the others. 

6 They all have positive ects on the freeway in terms 
7 of Sages te congestion. we will talk more about that. In 
8 terms of alr quality, because there is the reduction in 

9 vehicle miles of travel, they do all, again, have positive 
10 benefits and they have positive bene#its in terms of energy 
11s consumption. 

12 In terms of the impacts on 1-580, we made up this 

13. «little chart. It i eng the no-build option, which is 

14. what would happen without any BART extension, with all of 
15 the alternatives. And these are the various segments of 

16 the freeway from east to west. 

17 To simplify this for you, where we have green is where 
18 there's an improvement to the pera - what you will see 
19 is that the alternatives that have the terminus station 

20 furthest to the east and most accessible to the freeway 

21 tend to do the best with reducing freeway traffic and 

22 having improved operation. So those tend to be the ones 

23 +Jike Greenville East or Alternative IT, TA, 18, 2A, that 

24 have either the vasco or the Greenville station as the 

oa terminus. They tend to do better than the others. But all 
ot a options do fairly well at reducing congestion on 


In terms of cost, there is substantial variation in the 
alternatives. The important thing to understand about the 
cost is that, first, these costs are all inclusive. They 
include some things that are not just a part of this 
extension, but also part of the BART system itself such as 
the yard faci lity, Tt's needed to serve the extension, but 
it also helps relieve issues with the BART system: the 
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10 number of vehicles required -- not just the number of 
11 vehicles for the extension, but the number of vehicles just 
12. to make sure there is engugh capacity on the whole BART 
13 system due to all the added riders on this alignment. So 
14 all those are included. 
15 There's right of way that needs to be acquired. In 
16 some Cases, BART already owns right of way, such as the 
17‘ Greenville be facility at Isabel/580 station. we 
18 determined if we're not going to use that right of way for 
19 an alternative, then we shouldn't just discount it. We 
20 should say we could sell it and have that money to go back 
21 ~=into the alternative. So what we have here is a pure 
22 apples-to-apples comparison between the alternatives. 
23 Now, the costs. Essentially the variation for 
24 Alternatives 1 through 3a, the first seven alternatives, 
25. =the costs are in the range of three to four billion 


1 essentially. That's the range that we're talking about. 

2 The shorter alternatives are substantially less. 

3 Tsabel-580 is about 1.2 billion. The quarry alternative I 

4 believe is 1.6 billion. Of course, those two alternatives 

5 are substantially shorter. They don’t have the yare 

6 facility. They also don't require as many vehicles. So 

7 you have to take that into account when you look at those 

8 comparisons. 

9 Funding is a very critical thing. Wwe looked at how 

10) much funding is currently available and then how much 

11 «future fund ng would be available and where it will come 

12 from. There is some money available right now primarily 

13 from Measure B but also from some of the other sources such 

14 as the bridge tolls and so forth. But frankly, the amount 

15 of money that's available right now is very small compared 

16 to the amount of money required for the project. 

17 Tn order for the project to proceed, there is going to 

18 have to be some major new source of funding. One of the 

19 Rey ones mone be the reauthorization of Measure 6B which 
will be coming <. T think you could imagine this project 

21 would be a very key one with any new authorization. There 

22 are future bridge tolls under consideration. There will 

23. ~be, of course, federal fund reauthorizations occuring, so 

24 there's the opportunity for federal funding down the road. 

25 But there needs to be a strong local commitment to the 


1 project before something like that could happen. So one of 
2 the biggest areas of work on this project down the road 
ri bh have to be trying to find where the funding will come 
rom. 
5 In terms of where we are going right now and what we're 
6 doing right now, as T mentioned, we’re in the process of 
7 ~=receiving your comments on the environmental document. 
8 we're also in the process of doing briefings to the various 
9 policy groups and other ey that are interested in this 
10 project, such as the Tri valley Regional Rail Policy 
11 =working Grow, officials of the Tr yer Wey and the BART 
12. board and other agencies. we have basically made ourselves 
F ae to any of the city councils and so forth to do 
that. 
15 After we close the comment period on the Program FTR, 
16 = then we will be looking at al] those comments, putting them 
17 together and we'll be progaring what's called a Preferred 
18 Alternative Memorandum which will identity the preferred 
19 alternative or preferred approach to the project. And then 
20 after that, there will be a on that memorandum 
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21 + to the policy group and to the cities. And based upon the 
22 input from that, then there will be a presentation and 
23. ~recommendation to the BART board itsel#. We are also going 
24 to be asking the BART board to Sere ity the Program FIR. So 
25. ‘those are the basic steps that we will be going through. 


1 So right now, what we're looking for in terms of where 
2 we want to go in the future, first, as I mentioned, we are 
3. hoping that we come out with a preferred alternative and 

4 that then we could take to a much more detailed level of 

5 evaluation. 

6 The next step would be to do what's called a 

7 poiece ae €IR, which is probably what you're more 

8 familiar with in terms of EIRS. That's where a specific 

project is identified and evaluated, And then alternatives 

10 to the project will be considered, but they will be 

11 primarily different technology alternatives: bus 

12.) alternatives, commuter rail, and so forth. 

13 There will also be more specific mitigations. Right 

14 ~=now, we identify impacts, but im many cases we say that the 
15 mitigation will be subject to further study because we just 
16 don't have enough detail. So that will be done. 

17 And then there will be exploration of the funding and 
18 =the thing that T mentioned at the very beginning as most 

19 important would be preserving the right o* way and allowing 
20 some right of way acquisition to occur. 

21 ed Be I want to talk about what's happening. You're 
22. here tonight for the final public hearing. There is also a 
23. series of meetings going on in the city of Livermore 

24 looking at the future vision related to the development of 
25. «the areas around BART. And there is one more meeting that 


is scheduled for January 21st from 6:30 to 9:30 p.m. And 
2 so if you're interested, u should attend that. 

3 There is the opportunity to provide written comments on 
4 the environmental document. The comment period is still 

5 open until January 21st, so you can do that. There's 

6 information here as to where to mail those. There also is 
7 an e-mail address, and oa also can obtain a copy of the 

8 environmental document from the web site which is 

9  barttolivermore.org. 

10 So there are a variety of =e in which you could 

11 participate in the project itself, If you need that 

12. information, I'll leave this particular slide up so you can 
record the information. 


14 so with that, T believe the presentation is complete 
15 and r'll turn it back over to David. 
16 MR. EARLY: Great. Thank you very much, Bill. We 


17,_—so really wepcectare that presentation. 

18 So the remainder of the meeting this evening will be 
19 hearing from you. This is a hearing on the Draft EIR that 
20 is focused on taking your comments on the EIR itsel*+, and 
21 the real question under the law is about the adequacy of 
22. =the environmental review that’s been conducted in the EIR. 
23. =If you haven't had a chance to see the EIR, there are some 
24 copies out in the foyer here. As Bil] just mentioned, you 
25 can write in and you can go online and get a copy or at 


wouldn't necessarily recommend that you download it and 

print it on your home printer. I'm sure the Epson company 

would like it if you bought all those cartridges. But if 

you do want to get your own copy, it xe eve saute at the 
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6 local libraries, or you can let Malcolm Quint, who is there 
7 at the front, know and he will arrange to send you a copy 
8 on @ so you can have it available. We are not publishing 
9 them on paper because literally it's about a 150-dollar — 
10 document and takes a lot of trees. But you can get a @ if 
11 you ask Malcolm for one. 
12 Because this is a hearing tonight, it's important to 
13. «understand a few ground rules. The first is that we're not 
14 really here to answer questions. T* you have a question 
15 for the record, you can ask it. It will go into the 
16 record. It will be responded to in the Final EIR. If you 
17. —sihave a very simple question like, “where is Livermore 
18 anyway?" we can point that out to you ona quickly this 
19 evening. But we're not here to answer specific questions 
20 about the project. Those questions, if you raise them this 
21 ~=evening, will be noted into the record and we will respond 
22 to them in the final ErR. 
23 This is also a formal process and every comment made 
24 ~=will get a response. One thing that means is that if the 
25 same comment is made six times, it won't be responded to 


any differently. so if you hear a comment made once and 

2 you agree with it, you don't have to come up and make that 
3 Same comment again. with that said, you're welcome to come 
4 to the misc conte here and make whatever comments you like, 
5 but you should understand that a comment having been made 

6G more than once will not change the way it's treated in the 
7 process. Once a comment is made once, it will be responded 
8 to in full. 

9 And then as T say, the intent here is to focus on the 
10 adequacy of the EIR. You are welcome, as Director 

11 McPartland and Supervisor Haggerty and others said, you are 
12 welcome to come forward and make comments about your 
13. «preferences regarding the alignments, but legally speaking, 
14 what we are here to do is to take your comments on the 
15 scaiacy of the ayers that’s in the Erk document itsel*. 
16 Bill already spoke a little bit about where we're going 
17. to be going from here, but T just want to review that again 
18 quickly. The comment period closes on January 2Ist. T 
19 you have comments after this evening, you can make them in 
20 writing. You can mail them to the address that's up here 
21 on the screen. They can be submitted by e-mail or as we 
22. «call it today snail mail. Both of those work. They do 
23 +need to be submitted by January 21st. Once that comment 
24 ~=period is closed, it will take several months for BART to 
25. put together a Final FIR which responds to every comment on 


the EIR that has been made, and which also simultaneously 
will include publication of a memorandum with the BART 
it gana aan as to what the preferred alignment 
shou e. 

Those two documents, the Final EIR and the Preferred 
Alignment memorandum, together with the Oraft ETR that's 
already been published, will go through another round of 
public review. The local city councils will look at them, 
I'm sure. The policy working group will look at them. And 
all those bodies will make recommendations regarding a 
11 = preferred alignment which will ultimately go to the BART 


-_ 
Sowvauawnns 
> 


12. Board. The BART Board will need to decide whether to 
13. ~certify the ETR -- which we certainly hope they will do at 
14 the end of this process -- and then once that EIR is 
15 certified, then the BART Board is the body that can make a 
16 decision as to what the preferred alignment will be. So 
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that’s how the process runs from here. And then as Bill 
ust mentioned, that’s just the me Aol | of what will then 
e further studies, another prodece Level EIR, funding 
right of way, reservation and all those things which will 
happen over the next year. 

There is a court reporter here this evening. She is 
taking everything you e? down verbatim. For that reason, 
we will ask you to use the microphone, to speak into the 
microphone and to state your name for the record. And if 


your name is not one whose spelling is obvious, we would 
ask you to spell it as well so that the court reporter can 
get it. 1 believe that Greg or Alejandro are going to sit 
up here with the reporter and hel er to note the names. 

Director McPartland and Malcolm Quint and Bil) Hurrell 
are all seated up here to listen to you as you speak, but 
really, we're here again to get your comments recorded by 
the reporter and put into the record so that we can respond 
to them in the Final ETR. 

So I would invite you at this time to come up. we're 
not going to use the podium since then you'd have your back 
to the audience. But you can stand here and be able to 
address both Director McPartland, BART staff and the 
audience. And T would invite you to come up, perhaps line 
up niong this wall and we'll] try to go through as quickly 
as possible to take your comments, I'l] take the 
microphone back from each person who speaks, and then we'll 
go from there. 

DIRECTOR MCPARTLAND: David, before we get started, 
I'd like to point out to everyone that you don't have to 
write down these addresses and e-mail addresses and 
what-have-you. I* you take a look at the back of your 
flyer, it's already printed there. So when you want to 
post your comments either on the web or snail mail or 
whatever the case may be, you have the mechanism already 


written down. Thank you very much. Excuse the 
interruption. 

_ MR. EARLY: Thank you, Director McPartland, for 
pointing that out. 

MR. BAILEY: Victor Bailey. T've lived in 
Pleasanton for 44 years. TI was on the advisory board 
before they laid any track out this direction at all. I've 
been in the Army 10th Corp and worked at Vallecitos Atomic 
Lab. I switched to electronics in the 60s. 

Now T'm here to tell you that Pleasanton made a mistake 
on the way they got things going. Also my question is do 
we want good transportation, or do we want something that's 
just going to show that our tax dollars were being used? 

As IT said before, cars don't use BART. People do. And so 
we built bigger aged lots. We have shuttle buses over 
in Dublin -- look at that -- and they're running all the 
time, creating exhaust, carbon dioxide, running all the 
time, in summer and winter, for either AC or heating. So 
that's the problem with having the shuttle. 

Back to the mistake. Most of the BART trains go 
through civic centers except Pleasanton. Most of the civic 
center trains are underground too except Fremont, Dublin 
and Hayward. Other than that, they're all underground, and 
that's the way to have them. Also T think we shouldn't be 
changing from the BART electric to a DMU system, TI think 


that we should continue with the same trains. 
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I just saw a slide up there. Something somebody can do 2 
later on is San Joaquin looks like they're involved in cont. 


paying for some of this. I'd like to know about that 
sometime. That's all. 

MR, EARLY: Thank you Mr. Bailey, for those concise 
comments. I failed to mention in my remarks that we are 
asking everyone to limit their comments to three minutes. Tf 
think Mr. Bailey was probably right at the wire there. We 
10 ~will be tising you and if you get close to three minutes 
11 ah be letting you know when those three minutes have 

e s 


Can auewn 


13 MR. BALTZER: My name is Bob Baltzer. T happen to 
14 ~+be a resident of Livermore, and you may be wondering why 

15 T'm over here in Pleasanton. f[t's because T pepren to 

16 agree with the folks that don’t want to see the line go 
through the quarries. 

18 Going back to my previous appearances here, I'd like to 
19 reiterate my opposition to the two MA beorag 4 stations, mainly 
20 because they could not be funded without breaching the 

21 North Livermore Urban Growth Boundary overwhelmingly 

22 supported by voters in 2005, and secondly because parking 
23 would be quickly be overcome by commuters as was the case 
24 with Dublin/Pleasanton. 


ee I do support a mix and match option with no freeway | 
stations that would leave the freeway at Portola and 


% 
nN 


1 

2 proceed underground down Portola and junction to a subway 

3 station downtown. tt would then serve to continue at 

4 Graves to the ACE Station at Vasco Road. This would 

5 eliminate the impacts of the surface of elevated freeway 

6 between £1 Charro and downtown as well as eliminating 

7 issues that the oaarey would raise with Pleasanton and Zone 
8 7. The impact from this new route would be mitigated by 

9 Maderorcuna}ag new and existing sound walls and other 

10 =mitigations already planned. 

11 The Vasco Station could easily go in the freeway 

12. =intercept with increased parking and freeway ip Tt"s 
13. only a mile from the freeway and commuters now drive about 
14 ~that far from the geese to Dublin/Pleasanton station. 

15 This option has the best combination of 

16 transit-oriented development, intermodal capability at both 
17. —s stations as well as rca and local access without 

18 ~=requiring epcanl ing into the remaining open space around 

19 Livermore which we value very highly. Thank you. 

20 MR. EARLY: Thank you, Mr. Baltzer. Next. 

21 MR. SANDLER: My name is Jim sandler. T'ma 

22 25-year resident of Pleasanton and a big fan of BART. I've 
23 waited years and years and years. Tf work out of 

24 Pleasanton. It's the best way to go to PacBell. You call 
25 it AT&T. It's great. 


$2.3 
1 I'm a strong advocate -- IT looked at the report -- of 
2 the central freeway right down 580. And the reason T_ look 
3 at it that way is the people that do the -- I'm a quality 
4 engineer. I've been engineering for 40 years They do 
5 engineering studies about noise. If anybody has ever 
6 ridden BART through the TransBay Tunnel or apace else, s3 
7 ou hear the noise. The residents that live within several l 
8 undred yards of the tracks, whether they are elevated or 
9 underground, there's a tremendous amount of noise 
10 enerated. So greet to the report, it’s 55 or 65 
11 ecibels. It's more like 80 or 100, and when that goes 
12. whizzing by your home every 14 to 15 ra plain it's 

Page 


BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 5-111 
June 2010 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 5 Responses to Oral Comments on the Draft Program EIR 


1-6-10 hearing. txt $3.1 
13. tremendously disturbing. The same people that do that cont, 
14 engineering are the same people that build housing projects 
15 at the end of runways at airports and then the people 
16 complain later on, 
17 Now, since the coffers of California and the state are 
18 overwhe lmingly overburdened with cash, the other reason for 
19 going down the center of the BB Ssegars it's about 50 percent 
of the cost of going some of the other routes. So whether 
21 ~=it's the environmental impact or the monetary impact, T'm 
22 tremendously in favor of going down the freeway. 
23 Also, BART is primarily a commuter line. A gentleman 
24 ~=over here -- we were talking before the meeting -- said, 
aan “Do you know where the Bankhead Theater is in Livermore?” 
1 t_had to think about it for a minute. He gave me a little Bz 
2 elbow. te said, “It's the new theater center in downtown 
3. =Livermore.” 
4 Very fine. Downtown Livermore has a theater. It's 
5 Filled every a de of the week. About 500 people would go 
6 there. Projecting 31,000 users a day, new riders on BART, 
7 that's about 1.2 percent of the use of BART. Also about 
8 50 percent of the population in Livermore lives south of 
9 downtown Livermore. They would have to drive further to 
10 either the Isabel Station or the Greenville Station to get 
11 on BART to go downtown with the two-station alternative. 
12 So it doesn’t make a whole lot of sense to run the tracks 
13 through Livermore. 


14 Also, the quarry area is supposed to be a lake and 

15 recreation area in the future. fn cunning a train, whether 

16 «it's elevated, right through the middle o* the lakes in 20 §3.3 
17. years -- I'l] probably be dust in 20 years apnny so I'm 

18 not going to worry about that. But for the future 

19 enerations, it's Snoethina to think about. Put it where 
20 t's most economically to do. 

21 And also, just one comment. $260 million dollars a mile 

22 4s an unbelievable cost for technology that is no better 

23 = than what we built in the transcontinental railways in the $3.4 
24 1860s. Twenty-five years to build it. All these people 
an Proposing these things should be taken out back and whipped 

1 in the shed. Thank you. 

2 MR, WETSS: Paul Weiss. TI was present at the time 

3 we were promised in Livermore that BART would be the S4.1 
4 next -~ we would a for it, but we wouldn't be in the 

5 first plan. We would be in the next first extension of 

6 BART. In 1964 they promised us that, 

7 Okay. So here we are. I'm looking at a map here that 

8 they just provided. And as an environmental impact, Tf 

9 would like to look at the impact of Alternative 3A 

10 iggy 

ll Here in 34 T look at the mass of streets that the $4.2 
12. show, which indicates that it is cutting right through the " 
13 middle of those massive streets with two stations in the 

14 middle of those massive streets, which, I would hope that I 

15 would still be able to ride a bicycle a few blocks to 

16 either of those stations. TI live near the one closer to 

17. Pleasanton right now. 

18 That's just my input as far as the environmental 

19 impact. Let's go right through town and end up as far west 
20 as you need to. Tf certainly want to head downtown, and T 

21 ~=scertainly want to hit the east side of town because that's $4.3 
22 where we are bisecting existing housing. And T'll a little $ 
23 reluctant to say the requirements of a high rise apartment 
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24 building dictates where you put a BART station. 


ae Tt's a little different. You have existing housing. 
1 Put your BART through that area. If you have to put an $4.3 
2 elevated area through the Chain of Lakes, T think it's a cont. 
3 nice advertisement for that whole area that people can look 
4 out and see this lovely rec area that they could enjoy. Tf 
S bn want a quiet rec area, there's plenty of mountains to 
6 ike in that don't impact the trail between Livermore and 
7 Pleasanton, although T know people who do live in between 
8 Livermore and Pleasanton and expect it to be a virgin 
9 forest forever. 
10 MR. EARLY: Thank you, Mr. Weiss. Next commenter, 
11s please. 
12 MR. TYNAN: My name is Nick Tynan. I'm from 


13. ~Livermore. I'l] just keep it brief here. This is about 

14 =the proposed alignment. Like probably a lot of people 

15 here, T am in favor of the 580 to Greenville. That seems 
16 to be the more cost effective. AS one of the commenters 

17 ~=sposed here, money, we don't really have a lot of it right 
18 now. Tt would be the more sensible option. ft’s also just 
19 easier to build too, because it's a long right of way that 
20 BART would have used in the preplanning stages there like 
21 ~=the Isabel station there. It’s a better routing all the 

22 way around, without getting too deep into it. The papers $5.1 
23. that Dave williams and former director Robert Allen handed 
24 out pretty much points out all the benefits to that as 

25 opposed to the downtown routings. I you build downtown, 


it just means more construction. Especially Livermore has 

2 been going through almost complete A eel a ag phase as 

3 it is. T don't think this -- even that it be down the road 

4 15, 25 years -- but still, I think the downtown -- this is 

5 not a good idea at this point in time. The freeway is 

- | ei It’s a straight line all the way through. That's 
all. 

8 MR. EARLY: Thank you very much, Mr. Tynan. 

9 MR. WIDMAYER: Clay widmayer. TI live in Livermore. 
10 «I'd like to repeat what previous speakers said, and T would 
11 like to encourage BART to add another alignment option to 
12. the final EIR, which would be an alignment that enters 
13. ~=Livermore via Portola Avenue and has stations at downtown 
14. Livermore and Vasco. That alignment was not included in 
15 this Draft EIR, but several speakers supported it at the 
16 previous public hearing, including mysel*, and T think that 
17 +t combines the best features of Option 24 and 3. 

18 You can essentially think of it as the downtown Vasco 

19 alignment, but taking the portion of the alignment that 

20 goes through the quarry and the Chain of Lakes region, and 

21 = =moving it to Portola Avenue. And so T think that addresses 56.1 
22 the concerns of people in Pleasanton that don’t want BART $ 
23. =going through Lana pe bt and it also addresses the 

24 concerns of some the people in Livermore that are 

25 worried about noise because it moves that portion of the 


1 BART nchrarune which helps mitigate concerns about noise. 

2 So I think there's three strengths about that 

3 particular alignment. The first one is that it gets us a 

4 downtown Livermore station to our retail and entertainment, 

5 so it would optimize the economic benefits for Livermore as 

6 we heard in the presentation. Also, both the downtown and 

7 the Vasco Road options are already planned for transit 

8 oriented development, and we also heard that that was a 
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9 priority of BART. 
10 Secondly, as T mentioned, following the underground 
11 approach addresses the concerns of our Livermore residents 
12. who are worried about noise. A previous speaker pointed 
13. out that it’s impossible to make BART completely silent. T 
14 think we all] know that. But it was mentioned in the EIR, 


15 and it was analyzed and it shows that there are reductions S6.1 
16 in the noise level by putting the tracks underground. cont. 
17 And finally, as T said, it gets the BART alignment away 


18 from the Chain of Lakes regions, which apparently seems to 
19 be a concern of the Livermore residents and representative 
20 Haggerty, T just learned. And T feel like those of us in 
21 Livermore need to be good friends to our neighbors in 

22 ~=Pleasanton. 

23 So in conclusion, please add to the Final ETR a_ hybrid 
24 alignment which combines the features of Alignment 24 and 
25 3. Thank you. 


MR. EARLY: Thank you very much. Next speaker. 
2 MR. MOORE: Thank you. My name is Chris Moore. 
3. Good evening, everybody. T appreciate mr. McPartland and 

4 Mr. Quint for the presentation they gave to us. T 

5 currently serve on the Zone 7 water a poe Board of 

6 Directors. T am here tonight in my capacity as a 

7 Pleasanton resident. I've lived here for 22 years. TI live 
. not too far from Lake I, which is one of the Chain of 


Lakes. 
10 T'll go on the record just like Supervisor Maggerty and 
11 say personally as a Pleasanton resident T would like to see 
12. =the alignment go straight out 580 to Greenville East as $7.1 


13 = intermodal station out there. But having said that, I do 

14 ~respect that the taxpayers of this valley have been paying 

15 ‘for BART for many, many years and Livermore deserves to 

16 have BART out to Fast Livermore. 

17 A couple of concerns I have about the Chain of Lakes. 

18 The Zone 7 Board will hear as a board and come up with a 

19 poeeneen after January 20th meeting, and at that time we'll 
ear a presentation again from our own sta*# and come up 

21 witha eropers! that will be filed in time for the 21st for 

22 »=«your filing period. 

23 T will speak personally, and this is about the Chain of 
Lakes. For a lot of people in this valley that don't 
realize what the Chain of Lakes are, right now if you drive 


24 
0036 
1 down Stanley Boulevard it looks like a moonscape down 
2 there. All the quarry operators are mining that area and 
3 have been for years. Eventually every single one of those, 87.2 
4 once they're done quarrying out the rock, the title to “ 
5 those properties turns over to Zone 7. Zone 7 is going to 
6 use that as a stormwater detention/groundwater recharge. 
7  $o your water is going to be impacted by this. That's one 
8 of the reasons why I'm not a fan of having BART anywhere 
9 near the Chain of Lakes. 
10 we have some slopes and building issues already in Lake 
11 4=6T. It's starting to =) 30 in there. Anytime you start 
12. driving piles into the sides of any deep hole, you're going 
13. «=to have problems. So I'm concerned with that. 
14 There's also a little bit of concern about the fact 
15 that it's right in the Livermore airport approach pattern. 
16 You have an elevated structure that's about 40 feet. It's 
17 ~—s probably certainly within the limitation for planes, but I 
18 just don't like the idea of having an elevated structure 
19 near an airport or that close. and it rig very well be, 
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20 and I appreciate that. 
21 The other thing is that when you have an aerial 
22. «structure over what is going to be in my belie? -- and 
23 again, some of us may not be here to see it -- but the 
C 


24 ain of Lakes will turn into probably one of the premier $7.2 
a recreational opportunities and venues in this Tri valley. cont 


1 To have an open space as large and as nice as that is going 
to be, unlike the way it is today, you can imagine having a 

3 giant elevated structure run all the way through that with 
4 the noise that comes along with it. TI think we'll sorely 

5 disappointed and miss an Seporcunity that we'll never see 

6 again. And with that, I'll turn it back over to you. 

7 Thank you. 

8 MR. EARLY: Thank you very much. T appreciate all 
9 of you for staying well within the three-minute limit. 

10 ~=Thank you. 

11 MS. ALLEN: Thank you. Nancy Allen. TI support the 
12 BART extension. I'm an avid BART user every day. But only 
13. «if it does bAE Bins the Chain of Lakes. TI have five 

14 ~=reasons for that and some upgrades T'd like to add, a 

15 request for the ETR. 

16 First is visual compatibility of the aerial tracks from 
17. eastern points in Pleasanton. T request the Final EIR show 
18 photos of the aerial structure as seen from the end of 

19 Stoneridge Drive and the end of Moore, as well as the 

20 bypass and as well as from Staples Ranch and the 
21 developments that will be there. That was not in the ETR, 
22 so ft don't think people really have an elevation view and a 
23 «visual view of what that would look like. Also it didn't 
24 describe, at least in my standing, how long ie aerial 
25 bridge is as well, and IT request that be added. 


$8.1 


1 No. 2 is the noise impact to new and existing 
Pleasanton neighborhoods. fT don't believe the EIR 

3 adequately address the potential noise impacts for existing 

4 homes, especially end of Stoneridge, end of Moore half a 

5 mile away, and I'd like to see more detail in that area. 

6 By the way, on No. 1, Table 3.5.2 

7 that address the visual SOMeR CUS I'm back to visual 

8 t didn’t talk at all 


+ T.would like to see 
compatibility. I forgot that. But $8.3 
9 about the Chain of Lakes impact on visual compatibility or 

10 «Staples Ranch, and I thought that was an overs iget. 

11 Third issue is implications to Staples Ranc 

12 development, a revenue risk to Pleasanton. You're looking 

13 at the revenue benefits of transferring development. T 

14s think we need to understand the revenue and also the 

15 benefits to Livermore. we need to understand what it might 
16 mean to Pleasanton if we were not able to build out Staples 
17s as planned. 

18 Fourth is fairness. I Livermore chooses to have a 

19 station downtown, then T believe that Livermore needs to 

20 also bear the brunt of having any tracks also come through 

21 ~=Livermore, And so I'm fine with -- I thought the modified 

22 option a couple of speakers ago sounded great with Portola 

23 and perhaps -- because that could be a win-win for 

24s everyone. 

25 And then finally, just cost and time to market. It's 


$8.5 


1 clear that the options across the Chain of Lakes are a lot 
more expensive, and I think it's important we get this 

3 built now and start getting cars off the freeway so we can 

4 all benefit. 


$8.6 
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5 Finally, I'm just pep as oe as you collect input that 
6 you he not weighing the number of comments and speakers 

7 rom Livermore or Pleasanton. T don't think you are 

8 because most of us in Pleasanton didn’t even know there was $8.7 
9 an issue and there was an option pel considered to go : 
10 across our Chain of Lakes until a week or two ago. We were 
11 ~=blind to that. And Tt know you've been doing lots of 

12. =meetings in Livermore over the last two months. So clearly 
13. this is like our only time to speak. So thanks for coming 
14 out. Stoneridge Drive Moore Ave. 

15 MS. MASSTE: My name is Heidi Massie. I'ma 

16 Pleasanton resident for 15 years. Prior to that, T spent 
17 most of a3 youth in Concord and grew up not too far from a 
18 BART station and BART tracks. T also commuted on BART for 
19 many years to San Francisco using the Concord station, the 
20 Pleasant Hill station, the walnut Creek station, and the 
3 Lafayette station depending on where T could find a parking 

Spot. 

23 Anyway, I'd just like to say I am in favor of any of 

24 the alternatives that 9° right down the 580 median to 
25 Greenville Road. Tf think it needs to go as far east as 


possible now rather than later. what I saw in Concord when | S9.1 
2  Tmoved there in ‘71 from San Francisco was it only went to 
3 concord. As you know now, basically it's gone over into 
4  pittsburg and it will need to be extended at some point so 
Z why A io it now when you've got all the equipment out 
there 
7 T oppose all alternatives that cut een the Staples 
8 Ranch development and Chain of Lakes to Stanley. why do T 
9 oppose those? or why am I in favor and opposed? Cost, 
10 specifically. Any of the routes that go down the 580 S92 
11 median have a lower eupenss compared to the other 
12 alternatives that go through downtown Livermore. And 
13. «ultimately, as we all know, most projects always go over 
- budget. So they will probably cost more than expected as 
of now. 
16 Noise and congestion impacts if bag | go through Staples 
17. «and the lakes. Like T said, T grew up in Concord, and Tf 
18 lived about a mile and a half from the closest BART tracks, 
19 and you can definitely hear it at night when it's nice and 59.3 
20 calm and every window is open when it's 90 degrees at night 
21 to stay cool. It also ran_in front of my junior high 
a grat alae we'd hear while we were sitting in classrooms 
as well. 


24 Tratfic and congestion and parking at stations. with 
S. the tracks going through downtown Pleasant Hill and 


1 Concord, trying to get around town just to get into the 

2  celablye area is like a nightmare. I did it for years. TI 

3 ad to walk miles to get to the station at night after grad 
4 school, which was not very safe. TI could see that same 

5 thing happening. If we have the tracks going through 

6 Livermore, it's going to cause lots of traffic congestion, $9.4 
7 I also believe if there's a station at Stanley/Isabel, 
8 there will be impacts to Valley Avenue through Pleasanton, 
9 as it's already overloaded now. Most of the residents are 
10 going to have to travel that way to get to that station. 

11 Also the 580 routes that are alternatives would have 

12 the easiest access for cars to get off the S80 freeway most 
13. immediately and get to parking lots. Parking lots will 

14 eventually have to be built to oi rises as the years go 
15 on, as we've seen already what's moeeney in Pleasanton. 
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16 Pleasant Hill had to do it and Concord as well. It's 
17 ver igexely going to be that way. So we need to keep that 
18 in mind when picking the alternatives. Thank you. 
19 MR. EARLY: Thank you. Next speaker. 
20 MR. WILLTAMS: My name is Dave williams. At the 
21 first meeting on this subject, I suggested that you already 
22 have aerial structures for BART in San Leandro and Oakland, 
23 + =and that they go there with sound equipment and record the 
24 noise and then bring it_here to the valley and play it for 
25. «the benefit of the people in Livermore, Ruby Hill and 


1 Pleasanton, 

2 This is an Environmental Impact Report. Noise is a 

3 major environmental impact. It's not good to cut it 

4 through your chain of Lakes. You ruin your park and ruin 
5 the values of a lot of Livermore and Pleasanton homes as 

6 well as your lifestyle. 

7 A key thing is jobs. That's job No. 1 in Washington 

8 according to President Obama. Today the governor spoke on 
9 the state of the state. And that's job No. 1 for the state 
10) «of California. 

11 ahey also made the point that California gets back 

12 about 70 cents on every dollar_it sends to washington, 

13. ~while Alaska gets back a buck 70. T think if our 

14 ~representatives of congress, meaning both our senators and 
15 our two congressman did their job, they could easily come 
16 up with a hundred million dollars and we could get started 
17 ~=-by summer on building BART down the freeway to Isabel. 

18 we need the work. There's a need for this in 

19 Livermore. we've been paying taxes for 46 years. The city 
20 officials in there estimate that we paid about 260 million 
21 dollars already. And we got to fight for a parking space 
22 at the station. 
23 From the environmental impact aspects, which this 

24 meeting concerns, noise is a major one, and I think if you 
25. do not give this demonstration of noise to the people o 


0043 

1 Livermore and Pleasanton, the Environmental Impact Report 

2 is incomplete, The only thing is keep in mind that the 

3. unemployment in California is getting to 15 percent. I'm 
4 retired, i Mage Hd are both cork ie: but there's a lot 

5 of better who are looki hard for jobs. 

6 MR. EARLY: Thank you. Next speaker. Wg 

7 MS. BRENT: My name is Mary Ann Brent. T live in 

8 Livermore. 

9 Tt favor the Portola Junction Avenue underground route 
10 and also the Vasco route. T believe this is known as the 
11 =shybrid route. why? The reason that this route will bring 
12 penpis shoppers and families, to downtown Livermore, and 
13 t will expand our downtown revitalization. 

14 Revitalization has transformed Livermore. It's a 

15 wonderful place now. We have restaurants of every stripe. 
16 we have movie theaters. we have lots of activities for 

17. families and events. Wwe have a magnificent performing arts 
18 center. But we don’t have bakeries. Wwe don't have a 

19 hotel. We don’t have dress shops, men's shops, and things 
20 ~=like that. So revitalization is not complete. 

21 And so T would say don't choose the cheapest way. 

22 «Bring people to downtown Livermore and help us finish our 


23 ~revitalization. And also, with all due respect to the BART 
24 = engineers, can't you make it quieter? 
25 MR. EARLY: Thank you. Next speaker. 
0044 
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MR. KENDALL: My name is Paul Kendall. TI am 
absolutely opposed to BART coming to Livermore. T've been 
a resident here now for over seven years. T have loved the 
way this city has grown despite BART. And despite -- $12.1 
David, T appreciate you saying this isn't personal, but it 
is to a lot of the residents here. I don't know about the 
rest of you, but it is definitely personal to me. One 
thing I don’t want to see is Livermore turning into Hayward 
or turn into some other city where you cannot even go to 
10 = park somewhere. 
11 One question I have specifically is with these other 
12 = stations going through Livermore -- which IT think is 
13. ridiculous. This is a city of 80,000 people. 83,000 $12.2 
14 people with the last census. It's not that big. You want 
15 to put stations going straight through downtown. where are 
16 those parking structures and what about the infrastructure 
17. to support those kinds of stations? It's just going to be 
18 a madhouse down there. 
19 You talk about the environmental studies. The 
20 environmental studies center on traffic going down the 
21 middle of 580. what's it's going to do to the insides part 
22 of the city of Livermore? So r'd like to know the 512.3 
23. environmental study that's gaging to happen with all of the ors 
24 additional infrastructure and all the additional buses and 
25 ~=everything else that we're going to need to take people to 


Cananuwswne 


1 =BART because not everybody is going to be driving there. 

2 So those are my two questions. Thanks. 

3 MR. EARLY: Thank you for your comments. Next. 

4 MR. MANN: Hi. T‘'m Doug Mann. T live in 

5 Livermore, but I've own a business in Pleasanton for 18 

6 years. T thought I was going to be the designated 

7 Contrarian at the meeting, but apparently the previous 

8 speaker beat me to it. 

9 I've watched the BART process for a long time unfold, 
10 and it seems like as the yenes tick by, the harder it seems 
11 =rhat it is ever going to be practical to bri it here. 

12. This meeting is part of it. Look at all of these 

13. alternatives. took at all the costs. TI remember standing 
14__—in disbelief when people were saying it wine actually go 
15 to a billion dollars. And now all the options are over a 
16 billion dollars. But let me address the EIR. 

17 I'd say first of all, none of you designed BART, but T 
18 applaud you and appreciate you for stewarding it the best 
19 ou can. Wwe need somebody to take care of it. It's a 

20 ittle bit like Dublin, the council member in Dublin. You 
21 ~=can’t start all over again, so you just do the best with 

22 what you have. (Audience lau ter.) Sorry. That's 

23 «difficult words, but T appreciate what they're doing. 

24 But to me, the best thing you can do for BART is not 

2 expand it but sort of stop it and bring transportation to S13. 
it that is more cost effective, if that’s possible. Bring 
standard-gauge rail to it instead of the custom gauge. Use 
less cost ly means to get people around. 

But if we're going to go ahead and make the mistake of 
extending BART, I would say the least undesirable way to do 
it would be to go underground Portola to the center of 
Livermore so they can serve people like me who can actually 
walk to it and use it. And T would use ft. $13.2 

But as far as extending it beyond just that one 
station, I don’t really care if it goes to Vasco or not. 
But as the other speakers have pointed ats T'm 
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12. disappointed that an alternative -- I don't want the 
13 Isabel -- the Tsabel station is going to not be feasible in 
14 «the end. You will find you will have problems with it 
15 because we have an urban growth boundary and we will not 
16 get the TOD that you need, 
17 So don't consider it. Just take it to downtown 
18 Livermore, and if you have enough money, bring it to Vasco. 
19 That's all T have. 
20 MS. CUNNINGHAM: Hello. My name is Terese 
21 =Cunningham. I'm from Livermore, and I've been there 32 
22 years. So this has always been part of my belief that it 
23 would get to Livermore. It's really slow. 
24 So, IT want it. I want it. TI want it. And T want it 
25 to come Portola to downtown Livermore to Vasco. That's the 


$13.2 
cont. 


Si4.1 


1 best and the underground is the best. So please do us the | 

2 favor of getting it done quickly. 

3 MR. EARLY: Thank you very much, Ms. Cunningham. 

4 MR. LOWELL: I’m Oave Lowell, and I'm from 

5 Livermore. T have attended some of the previous meetings 

6 and T've felt there was some information that come up in 

7 those meetings that sort of helped us with what we are 

8 thinking about now. 

9 Tt was stated at a previous meeting that when you have 
10 =the highway stations that you're really limited by the 
11 = amount of parking. vareieg is very expensive. So you are 
12. going to be limited over the run, and aff ge to get 
13. ‘the store that way. In a station like Ttsabel, your 
14 urban growth boundary is going to limit you in the amount 
15 of development on the one side, and you we got the airport 
16 on the other side. A good quarter the development 
17. around there you could have no development. So there just 
18 would not be sufficient development around Isabel Avenue. 
19 As far as Vasco Road is concerned, T'd like to 
20 illustrate with this point. One of the BART executives 
21 += once said that a major reason the BaRT is successful is it 
22 joes to San Francisco where all the jobs are. well, that 
23 S$ going to be the same point if it goes to Vasco because 
24 it is where the ACE train station is for the lab, but also 
25 there are hundreds of acres of land right around there for 


$15.1 


development for businesses. So you're going to have a ais 


2 wonderful opportunity there for the development of the 


3 businesses. The same thing is true coming downtown and the 

: oppor tia tty you have to get to BART easily down there as 
well, 

6 By the way, Vasco station is close enough to the 

7 highway that you're going to get the highway traffic coming 

8 in there, but it serves the dual purpose of the businesses. 

9 MR. EARLY: Thank you very much. Next speaker. 


10 MR. VILLASENOR: Good evening, everyone. My name 

11 is Joel Villasenor. f'm a resident of Pleasanton. Tf live 

12. on 4950 Owens. TI used to live in Livermore. In fact, T 

13 used to live right in back of the ACE tracks. 

14 That being said, T dust want to voice my support for 

15 the downtown station and also for the Vasco station. The 

16 downtown station, it's just a no-brainer. There are going 

17. ~to be a whole lot more amenities. There's gsing to be a 

18 lot more population density with future residential and S16.1 

19 those type of things. 

20 you've got the regional theater that's going to be 

21 Spent he up. The Livermore Council has already spoken that 
t 


22 ey want to attract shows that are regional, from San 
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Francisco and all these areas. BART makes it accessible. 
The Vasco station just makes sense too because not only 
do you have one of the Tri Valley's biggest employers 


there, you also have, like the previous speaker said, you 
also have the office park there and light industrial areas. 
Those also could be developed for Too. 

Tsabel would be nice, and Las Positas College is right 
there. Taking night classes going eastbound on 580 is a 
nightmare, and T crus ty have to transfer buses and just 
barely in the nick of time get there for my class. That 
was a headache. 

Anyway, also, lastly, these stations, whatever 
alternative is picked is going to cost billions of dollars, 
and for the same amount it's no secret that infill stations 
could have been constructed in other parts of the BART 
System where there are higher popelactons and where they 
will most likely, at least for the short time being 
attract high ridership. So it's important that we find the 
most efficient route possible. 

The downtown station and Vasco station to me, 
personally, makes sense. Wwe need to design transit where 
the poopie are, not continue to just construct stations 
where the only way ou can get there is by a car. You got 
to provide alternatives, and downtown and Vasco are dense 
areas, It's even cited in your EIR under the population 
area. 

Thank you very much. 

MR. EARLY: Thank you. Next speaker. 


MR. BUTERA: T'm John Butera. T live here in 
Pleasanton. I'm a Bay Area native. 

I've been fortunate enough to see the system built. TI 
rode on it in the early days. It seems great. It's become 
a major part of our transportation in the Bay Area. 

T know we're talking about the Livermore station and T 
will get to that. But one thing, a part about that is they 
should never shut down due to labor stoppage. It should be 
like the airports. It should be like the power that runs 
these lights. As long as these things are needed, people 
are working to keep them going. 

About the Livermore station. First thing about the 
station itself. 1 live here in Pleasanton. Please do not 
build a station, wherever it may be, like the ones you have 
here. I'm sorry; say just don't go with the area. The 
things that you've built in Orinda or Latayette that kind 
of have a trellis design, because Livermore has this wine 
country thing going on with the agriculture, an 
above-ground station fits in with the environment better. 

Second of all, I agree with a lot of the speakers 
earlier. You know what? You own the land. Put it down 
exactly where yo plan to. 

Transit oriented development. when does BART get into 
development? Wwe are the seventh largest economy in the 
world. Where does it say we need to build more houses? 


That road is jammed, and the best way to relieve it is to 
put a railroad right down there. 

You know, this country -- T say to my friends -- 
nothing against you guys personally, but the people that 
are running the show today -- whether it's here or all 


aspects of government -- I say if they were around in ‘40 
to ‘45, T think they'd be speaking German or Japanese 
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8 because uiny can't get anything done on time. 
9 A case in point. Someone mentioned earlier the 
10 =transcontinental railroad. T was just looking this up 
11 earlier. This country, through its short history, has 
12. always rose to the moment. It's in one of the most 
13. «difficult times -- God knows we're right in the most 
14) «difficult financial time since the depression. 
15 This country was in the middle of a war that split the 
16 country apart. Even advantage. They proved and built the 
17. «transcontinental railroad 2000 miles over the continental 
18 divide, over the Sierra Nevada, through the desert in six 
19 years. 10 miles in one day. They don't do the job that 
20 you guys do; some of the track was pretty bad. But they 

t. 


22 Moving on to the depression. That's the last time the 
23 economy was really in the toilet. we're not there yet. 
24 «But yng A Bay Bridge. ‘89. the quake damaged it. we 
ae will not have that replacement for 23 years. That's hal? 
ff 
the bridge. They built the entire bridge during the St7.4 
2 Soprest ics -- two bridges, a tunnel, access in three years. cont. 
3 TI know you guys have built a bridge. The original BART 
4 qyetee I think that started in ‘64. We were riding in 
5S ‘72, in eight years. The Golden Gate Bridge, four years. 
6 You know, TIT think we could use today as an advantage. 
7 As it was mentioned earlier, people are into global 
8 warming. They want to build projects. You have a project. 
9 You own the land currently. You have the design. You have 
10 the infrastructure. You already have the trains to run 
11 «down it. If you approach the Feds and say, “Look, T have a 
12. project that will help global warming. we could put U.S. 
13s steel on it. We can get local concrete. Wwe can give high 
14 paying jobs to local construction workers. And when that 
th is done, there will be fewer people wasting time on 
16 the freeway; there will be good jobs in that station built 
17. down the road and generations of taxpayers will be able to 
18 enjoy it. You guys will all be heroes. 


19 So make me wrong and just start in a few months and 
20 have at it. Thank you. 

21 MR. EARLY: Thank you. Next comment. 

22 MS. TRURO: My name is Heather Truro. I just want 


23 to voice my opinion that we should stay with the original 
24 plan which is the most cost efficient and least disruptive 
oth to the neighborhoods and the environments. 


0053 

1 T was born in the 60s. T remember when BART was _ 

conceived. TI remember when it was built. TI rode it in 

3 1972 as one of the first riders, and Tf rode it to commute 

4 for many years here out of Pleasanton. TI had to go to the 

5 Bay Fair station before we had our Pleasanton station. 

6 For those in Livermore who want to have this in their 

7 downtown and promote and Ne: development there, TI think 

8 you also need to realize it will be bringing noise and it 

9 will be bringing crime. It has happened in every single $18.1 
10 city where BART has been. I'm just saying you need to 

11 ~=consider all of things that wil es Tt will bri 

12 families. ft will also bring criminals. And it has here 

13 in Pleasanton as well. 

14 T also just want to say that in this time of our 

15 economy as it is, T think we have a fiscal responsibilit 

16 to all of the taxpayers who are paying for this in all o 

17. «the cities and all of the counties to do it as efficiently S18.2 
18 as possible. As a Pleasanton Nt sik My have to say that 
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19 we absolutely cannot bring aerial tracks or any kind of S18.2 
20 tracks through our neighborhoods, through our gresecced and 
21 ~=proposed area of recreation. This is absolutely cont, 
22 ridiculous. TI think we need to stick with the original 
23. plan, and T would appreciate if you would consider my 
24 opinion. Thank you. 
25 MS. WISE: Thank you. My name is Corinna Wise. T 


1 Jive in Livermore, and currently T have the train poing 
2 right behind my house, and now the H train goes behind my 
3 house. They built the sound wall which echoes. All our 
4 bedrooms face the train tracks. husband built an 
5 11-foot fence for ir avary IT still see the train when it 
6 stops. My whole house shakes with insulation, with double 
7 pane windows. My stained glass decorations rattle so bad fT 
8 think I'm having an earthquake. 
9 I do not want to see BART behind my house. That is §19.1 
10 many of the proposed routes. I do live right behind 
11 Heritage Estates. we have graffiti everywhere behind our 
12 house. There is trash behind there. TI am so against it 
13 going through the residential areas. There is numerous 
children that come from the high schools, the middle 
15 schools that go down the train tracks. I can only imagine 
16 what would happen if they got on to the BART tracks. 
17 T have lived in Livermore for 13 years. TI have two 
18 teenagers, one 11, one 16. Tf plan on living in this house 
19 for the rest of my tare. My husband has worked so hard to 
20 make our house a home, and a beautiful one at that. Please 
21 consider going down the freeway not near residential areas. 
22. =Thank you. 
23 MR. WEIR: My name is Chuck weir. I'ma 20-year 
24 resident of Pleasanton. with all due respect to building 
ae ee something quickly, please remember that the 
1 transcontinental railway and the bridges that were built 
2 d not have to comply with CEQA and OSHA and all sorts of 
3 »=©other requirements. 
4 The only projects that make sense from an environmental 
5 perspective are really those that utilize the T-5/1-80 
6 corridor to the maximum extent practical. Let's be 
7 realistic, folks. 1 don’t know why we're wasting our time 
8 studying these other alternatives, although IT realize ee 
: pe to have a certain number of options to comply wit 
CEQA. 


6B 


Tf you look at the cost of these things, anywhere from 
12 1 billion to 4 billion dollars -- they're giving reasons in §20.1 
13 ~=here that some of the alternatives don't support the . 
14 riders; there's not enough riders -- look at how much it 
15 cost to get one rider. Alternative 4, the Isabel/580 
16 corridor, that's the least cost. It costs $56,000 to get 
17. one rider to it. The two-station alternatives, they're all 
18 over 100, all the way up to $120,000 for one rider. tt 
19 makes no sense from a cost perspective either. 
20 So stick with what you can do. Build it out to Isabel, 
21 If you got the money, do it. If you got money later on, 
22 you get the right of way and go on out to Greenville. Stay 


23. on 580. Thank you. 
24 MR. EARLY: Thank you. Next. 
a. MR. PEREZ: Good evening, everyone. My name is 


1 Alejandro Perez. My wife and I just purchased a home in 

2 Livermore about six months ago. Wwe moved there about four 

3 months ago. we absolutely love it. A T work in Union 
Page 


BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 5-122 
June 2010 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 5 Responses to Oral Comments on the Draft Program EIR 


1-6-10 hearing. txt 


4 City, and getting to work sucks really bad. In fact, I 
5 just checked my phone not 15 minutes ago and it's still 
6 slow from the 680/580_ interchange all the way to El Charro. 
7 T understand people's concerns with BART going 
8 everywhere and anywhere, but IT think we have to realize 
9 that public transportation doesn't make people bad or it 
10 doesn't bring bad people. In fact, all I see from 
11 =residents in Livermore and the Tri Valley area are very 
12 =hard working citizens and people who care about their 
13. «community and their neighbor. And that's one of the 
14 ~=reasons why we decided to move to Livermore. 
15 But T think you need to do eearyening to service the 
16 greatest need that people have which is to provide a living 
17 r themselves and for their families. Right now, as I §21.1 
18 mentioned, it's -- r've tried faking the ACE train; I've — 
19 «tried taking BART. I'm now officially gees BART. I'ma 
20 BART commuter. Se we ay in Livermore would be a 
21 fabulous help, a big Ip to -- not myself, but T know a 
22 friend of mine just purchased a home and he takes BART to 
23 «San Francisco. 
24 So it's really about, T think, servicing the needs of 
2. the community. And rt don’t think, like tf said, public 
1 transportation necessarily brings bad people. T think it 
2 just depends on the caliber of people that you have living 
3 n your citys 
4 That said, in addressing the report, I think it's a 
5 glaring omission that an alternative considering the 
6 underground route with a station in downtown at Vasco was 
7 not included. And I think that that should definitely be 
8 included by the Board because putting another station on 
9 the freeway is just going to make it harder to get on to 
10 + the freeway from that station. I mean, getting onto the 
11 freeway from the Pleasanton station, from the time T get 
12. +into my car to the time I get home, it's another half hour. 
13. what's the point? 
14 So T think getting it off the freeway might arsenal ly 
15 have some benefits. Really what we're looking at here is 
16 servicing the people of Livermore and the people who 
a cate rom Livermore, which I would gather is quite a $21.2 
i. 
19 The demographics of the city are changing. I've heard 
20 =that from realtors. I've heard that from people who have 
21 just moved here like us. Ho cig are coming there and are 
22 commuting to other parts of the Bay Area because real 
23 estate in other parts of the Bay Area are just too 
24 expensive. So that’s why we made that tradeoff. Wwe come 
a to a city that’s nice, that has affordable housing, but we 
1 have to spend two hours out of our day Semin 
2 That's definitely T think a consideration that a lot of 
3. people who are opposed to Brieging BART or extending BART 
4 out further need to consider is that the city is getting 
5 younger. Younger families are coming in. we're all just 
6 as hard working as everybody else. And so fT think that we 
7 need to really consider the best way, the best option. I'm 
8 totally for not putting it up high, not disturbing people. 
9 MR. EARLY: Thank you. Next. 
10 MR. MACHAEVICH: My name is AJ Machaevich. T've 
11 heard a lot of things here tonight, all good. It gave me a 
12. =chance to get different ideas and help me make up my mind. 
13. =So It'd like to thank BART and the forum tonight for giving 
14 ~us a chance to speak, first off. 
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15 I'm a project manager ay trade so T kind of ery to look 
16 «at all the different possible scenarios where people are 
17. coming from. when I first came, IT had an idea of how T 
18 would like it. And after talking to many of you and 
19 =listening to what you had to say tonight, it’s helped me 
20 ~=make up my mind. So T think it's very important that we 
21 ~=have these things. 
I am a proponent of going through Las Positas, Portola, 
23. =the hybrid plan, underground downtown Livermore over to 
24 +Vasco because in the future IT envision mysel# continuing on 
ae in two directions for BART. And T hope that they will take 
1 this into consideration as well perhaps linking it up with $22.1 
2  Ppittsburg going through Brentwood area because this is an 
3 area where we have a lot of young families now that are 
4 risking their life on Vasco Road. And it would be very 
5 nice to bring it and not build a freeway through there, but 
6 just have BART through there so that it will minimize the 
7 traffic through that area. And as well, we need this thing 
8 to go out to Tracy for some of the people that are making 
9 two-hour commutes to the ary Area right now. 
10 One of the reasons T think it should go into downtown 
11 Livermore is it makes an easy connection with ACE. So for $22.2 
12. people like me that work in the Silicon Valley and San 
13. ~Francisco, we can link and go either way. 


14 Really that's about all I wanted to say. Tf aust wanted 
15 to thank you guys for giving us the chance to talk. 

16 MR. FARLY: Thank you very much. Next speaker: 

17 MR. MELLO: My name is Gary Mello. tr'ma lifelong 
18 resident of Alameda County and a 15-year resident of 


19 Pleasanton. I'm also a former city counci] member from the 
20 city of Fremont. t.'d like to share a couple of things that 
21 TI experienced prior to the last 15 years here in Pleasanton 
22 and Fremont, both as a residents as a counci] member. 
23 One is in the city of Fremont, as I am sure most of you 
24 probably know, BART ends in Fremont in downtown. It's a 

uge traffic problem to have a station end in the middle of 


1 town. what's going to happen when BART gets extended to 

2 Warm Springs, as you will see, the area around the Fremont 
3. BART station and Civic Center changed dramatically. You 

4 will then have a station in warm Springs much closer to 

5 both 880 and 680 where traffic is going to come and to 

6 the station and get off at the local streets in the heart 

7 of town. 

8 T think the people of Livermore -- whatever Livermore 

9 wants to do is fine with me. I do believe that the 

10 «extension should ultimately end at Greenville Road and not 
11s go through the Chain of Lakes. 

12 So however it gets there through Livermore, I think 

13 that’s up to the people of Livermore really. sut_ don’t put 
14 «it through the Chain of Lakes. End it at Greenville so 

15 that those jillions of people who are coming over the hill 
8 every day on the freeway will get off at Greenville and get 

on BART. 

18 The other advantage to Greenville is that you now have 
19 an ACE connection possibility there. I would encourage the 
20 people in Livermore to not agree to an end-of-the-line 

21 ~=station in downtown or at Vasco. The traffic you will see 
22 in your comm SY will be unbelievable. 

23 The other thing that we've experienced in Fremont -- 

24 and there was a lot of concern for a long, long time -- 


$23.1 
$23.2 


25 about how you get to warm Springs and not build a station $23.3 
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a 
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at Irvington. That's happened. But what's happening in 
Irvington is they're putting in the infrastructure at 
Irvington to ultimately come back and build a station in 
Irvington to serve that community. But the end-of-the-]ine 
station will] be in warm 5 il S. $23.3 
My recommendation, which is not one of the % 
alternatives, is that you go to Greenville and you build cont. 
any other station. If you're limited to two, build two. 
Set up the infrastructure for a future station, whether it 
10 be at Isabel, downtown, or what have you. But get all the 
11 way there and set it up so that you can come back and 
12. easily add in an additional station in the future, exactly 
13. what's happening with West Dublin and Pleasanton. and do 
4 it right and T think you'll be very happy. Don't have an 
18. end-of-line station in downtown Livermore or at Vasco. You 
16 ~will be very sorry. Thank you. 
17 MR. EARLY: Thank you, Mr. Mello. Mr. Allen. 
MR. ALLEN: My name is Robert Allen. TI will take 
19 the first of billion-dollar minutes. The projects total 
20 up to three billion dollars, and we're allowed three 
21 minutes to talk, so that’s a billion dollars a minute. 
22 Funding. I have proposed often that we have a 
23» «five-county rail transit district which would go around the 
24 Bay and replace the Caltrain commute with BART. BART will 
ae soon be going to San Jose and to Santa Clara ultimately, 
1 and already goes to Millbrae. Tt would just be a matter of 
2. converting a little bit the Caltrain to BART because it $24.1 
3 will have to be grade separated for the high speed rail. 
4 Nobody listens. A 
: ACE serves mainly the Central valley which is not BART 
7 
8 
9 


ConquawninSs 


taxpayers. There are three trains each way each day on ACE 
and about four trains per hour on BART. It's very 
difficult to have a good compatible intermodal interchange 
when you have such a disparity. 
10 Transit oriented development. bag 4 talk so much about 
11 trying to get residential development the station, and 
12. =the Metropolitan Transportation Commission insists on Top. 
13 The ideal transit oriented development is a lot of surface $24.2 
4 parkire because surface parking can ultimately be raised 
15 as -- built up as structure parking. You need to have 
16 ample parking. That's what BART needs. That's what we had 
17. at first, and that's what it should be. 


18 atan ley and Tsabel, the quarry route, the station there 

19 is an abominable solution/place to have it. Hal? the 

20 station is west of Isabel, basically out of the urban $24.3 
21 growth area. Another corridor, you have to go way down to cg 


22 Murietta to get back or up to Pine Street. You only have 
23 one quadrant, the furthest from the station, which would be 
24 subject to getting people there. 

25 The Pleasanton station has Livermore access now by way 


of Stanley Boulevard. Let's get the station at Isabel and 
580 and that's the important place. 

Noise. We talked about noise. In the middle of a $24.4 
Eraeeey, it's a minimal effect because the freeway noise : 
masks it out. 

Thank you, Mr. Allen. Next speaker. 
MR. RITTER: T'm Herb Ritter. 20 year Pleasanton 
resident. I'm currently a Parks and Rec commissioner and 
Rotarian, but I speak as a private citizen. | 
$25.1 


SCeanauewn 

= 
Rp 
rs 

4 
ood 
~< 
oe 


~ 


T am ready for you guys to get it done now, whatever 
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11 = option will help us reduce the traffic to get us out and 
12. get us flowing through Pleasanton. I'm very supportive 
13. of -- and stay the heck away from our parks, Chain of Lakes| $25.1 
14 and Staples Ranch. Focus on traffic reduction and the big cont 
15 one is connection to ACE. This is a commuter line. Soa : 
16 we've got to connect it into ACE. 


17 T've always wanted to say this to someone at BART. Get 

18 = the tolls down a dollar and maybe put tolls on the roads, 

19 fT don't know how you'd pay for that, but T think public $25.2 
20 transportation is the key. And also we got to get BART all 

21 the way to Manteca and let's go to L.A. 1f we have to. 

22. Thanks. 

23 MR. EARLY: Thank you, Mr. Ritter. We have one 


24 speaker. No one left in line, so if anybody else wants to 
25 come up, T would encourage you to take a place in line now, 


1 and r'll turn the microphone over to you, sir. 

2 MR. LACKEY: Thank you. My name is David Lackey, 

: and ay notes just turned themselves off here. Hold on a 
second. 

5 T am a 20 year-plus resident of Livermore, and T'd like 
6 to keep BART out of downtown Livermore. The folks who have 
7 made statements in favor of bringing BART to downtown 

8 Livermore are saying that will revitalize downtown. T 

9 don't agree with that because basically Livermore is not a | $26.1 
10 cultural center. The people who go to Livermore are from 
11 Livermore. we're not going to be bringing them in from San 
12. =Francisco and Oakland to come to see plays and movies and 
13 shop in Livermore. Ever. Tf don't see that happening. But 
14 +it will bring noise. So T think that’s a specious 

15° argument. 

16 The reason to keep it on the freeway, to keep the 

17 = stations on the freeway, to keep the trains near the 

18 freeway are what the gentleman just said about noise. The 
19 train noise would be masked by the creemay noise. But it's 
20 been shown on this graph “e here It think it was that the 

21 farther east you take the last station, the better the 

22 «improvement to the traffic. $26.2 
23 So the whole eat of this is to get cars off the road. 
24 = Somebody was talking about aaving on preannouse gases. The 
25 point is to get cars off the road. That is best served by 


1 putting the stations on the freeway and far east. So T 
2 guess that's my two minutes there. Thank you. 

3 MR. EARLY: Thank you. Sir, please do come over, 
4 MR. LENZ: Thank you. Jim Lenz. Tf kind of vote 
5 for the 580/Tsabel route. I just want to maybe add a 

6 couple of wrinkles that maybe no one has thought of. 

7 IT might suggest have no parking lot at that station. 

8 Have it serviced by dropoff and wheels. we've got a wheels 
9 bus system that could be expanded to advise that and then 
10 wives could drop off their husbands. That way you would not 

11 = get the massive parking problem. 

12 Okay. Well, what about the pecpie from Tracy? BART 27.1 

13. already owns the land on Greenville. Create a parking lot 

14 there and then have wheels take people to drop off at 

15 Isabel. The idea being is we don't want to provide a free 

16 service to Tracy and San Joaquin County. Let's make them 

17. pay for it. They want an extension to eastern Livermore. 

18 Let them kick in some money. Thank you. 

19 MR. EARLY: Thank you. There is no one left in 

20 line here. (mr. Allen raises hand.) T think, mr. Allen, 

21 that we have heard from you this pico and we actual ly 
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22 +=heard from you at other hearings twice, so if it's okay, T 
23 am going to suggest that we not have you speak again. 
24 T would ask i* there is anyone in the audience who has 
as not spoken this evening and would like to speak -- and if 
1 not -- ah, there's one. we do have one gentleman 
2 vs ahs . I any others want to speak, do come up, and 
3 then we will soon conclude the meeting. 
4 MR. KAHLER: My name is Don Kahler. T'm with 
5 Pleasanton Gravel Company. we're one of the creators of 
6 the Chain of Lakes. 
7 The first time BART contacted us about coming into the 
8 lakes was 1985. Every few years they come back and they 
9 say, “We want to come." One time they hadn't even been out 
10 there and they’re going to go through one of the levies we 
11 sobuilt. well, i* you put BaRT through our property, it 
12. =isn't going to really hurt us that much. T won't ride BART 
13. «to Livermore. 
14 we're building the Chain of Lakes for water storage, 
15 bird sanctuaries, flood control. We're not building it for] S28} 
16 high rise structures. We went down some places 150 feet 
17. deep, backfilled it. Years ago. it was required by the 
18 County to have a one-to-one slope and backfill it two to 
19 one. T wouldn't -- you know, come on. The &] Charro Road, 
20 it will be there for at least another four years because we 
2 — a permit to the land, so you're four years down the 
road. 
23 T think in 2002 when we met, the cost was $1.2 billion. 
24 Today it's $3.6 billion. what's it going to be ten years 
ag from now? So anyway, that's my comments. 
1 MR. EARLY: Anyone else who would like to speak 
2 this evening? All right. well, thank you all very much 
3 for being here. Tf really appreciate your time. BART will 
4 be closing the public comment period on January 21st. 
5 Comments are stil|] welcome in writing unti] then, and we 
6 thank you for your time. 
7 (whereupon, the hearing concluded at 8:20 p.m.) 
8 ---000--- 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
0068 
i REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE 
3 T, JUDITH L. LARRABEE, a Hearing Shorthand Reporter in 
4 the State of California duly authorized to administer 
4 oaths, hereby certify: 
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That the process ws therein were taken down in 
shorthand by me, a disinterested person, at the time and 
place therein stated, that the proceedings were thereafter 
reduced to typewriting, by computer, under my direction and 
Supervision, and that the foregoing is a full, true and 
correct transcript of the proceedings therein to the best 
of my ability. 


IN WITNESS WHERFOF, T have hereunto set my hand on this 
18th day o* January, 2010. 


Judith Larrabee, Shorthand Reporter 
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5.3 BART PUBLIC HEARING INTHE CITY OF PLEASANTON (J ANUARY 6, 2010) 


PH3-S1 


PH3-S1.1 


PH3-S2 


PH 3-S2.1 


PH3-52.2 


PH 3-S2.3 


PH3-S3 


PH 3-$3.1 


Victor Bailey 


The commentor notes that there are air emissions associated with the shuttle buses in 
Dublin. While the routing of transit buses or presence of shuttle buses for the BART 
to Livermore is unknown at this time, it is likely that the existing bus routes that 
connect Livermore to the Dublin/Pleasanton station would be rerouted to connect to the 
Livermore stations. This would likely shorten the routes resulting in reduced air 
emissions. This comment also concerns the merits of an alternative serving Downtown 
Livermore in an underground configuration. This comment also concerns the choice of 
rail technology for the extension. Alternative transit technologies, such as Diesel 
Multiple Units (DMUs) will be considered in the project-level EIR/EIS. The BART 
Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives during the final hearing 
to select a preferred alternative. Please refer to Master Response 8 concerning the 
funding for the extension. 


Bob Baltzer 


This comment concerns the merits of an alternative through the quarries. Please see 
M aster Response 3 regarding the impacts associated with the El Charro Road alignment 
through the quarries. 


This comment concerns the impacts of stations located in the freeway corridor. Please 
refer to Response PH 2-S36.1 for issues related to the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). 
Please refer to Response PH 2-S41.1 for issues related to parking at the stations on the 
extension. The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives 
during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


This comment concerns the merits of the “hybrid” alternative, Alternative 2b, avoiding 
impacts associated with the El Charro alignment. Please see Master Response 3 
regarding the impacts of alternatives using the El Charro Road alignment. Please see 
a full description and analysis of impacts of Alternative 2b in Section 1.4 of this 
document. The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives 
during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


Jim Sandler 


The maximum noise level when a 10-car train passes at about 50 feet is about 90 dBA. 
Considering the frequency of trains throughout the day, the average day-night noise 
level would be about 70 dBA at about 50 feet from the tracks. At 100 feet, this would 
be reduced to about 67 dBA. The Draft Program EIR does identify several receptors 
that would be significantly impacted by noise from the BART trains. To minimize 
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PH 3-S3.2 


PH 3-S3.3 


PH 3-S3.4 


PH 3-S4 


PH 3-S4.1 


PH 3-S4.2 


PH 3-S4.3 


PH3-S5 


PH3-S5.1 


these impacts, the Draft Program EIR identifies several mitigation measures to 
minimize noise; see page 3.10-53. However, sufficient information is not available 
under this program-level analysis to conclude with certainty that this mitigation would 
reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. BART would carefully examine noise 
impacts and mitigation measures in the project-level EIR when a specific project is 
proposed and more detailed designs are available, to determine if impacts can be 
reduced further. 


This comment concerns the merits of an alternative serving the freeway corridor. The 
BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives during the final 
hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


Please refer to M aster Response 3 of this document, regarding impacts from the Chain 
of Lakes/E! Charro alignment. 


This comment concerns the commentor’s opinion of the cost estimates. Project costs 
are presented in Appendix B of the Draft Program EIR. Cost effectiveness is not a 
CEQA issue, but is considered by the BART Board in selecting a preferred alternative. 
BART’s System Expansion Criteria considers cost effectiveness in ranking the 
alternatives, and will be included in the Preferred Alternative Memorandum (PAM ) 
that will be submitted to the BART Board at the time of final certification of the 
Program EIR. The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the 
alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


Paul Weiss 
Please refer to M aster Response 8 regarding the timing and funding for the extension. 


This comment concerns the impact of Alternative 3a. Please refer to Section 3.5 in the 
Draft EIR regarding dividing of an established community, as noted, the alternatives 
would not result in the division of any communities. BART considers bicycle access 
an important component of station access, and bicycle access to station sites would be 
encouraged. See the discussion of bicycle facilities that begins in page 3.2-153 of the 
Draft Program EIR. Also, Mitigation Measure TR-9.2 requires BART to maintain 
existing bicycle networks and crossings of the BART alignment. 


This comment concerns the merits of the alternatives and station locations. Please 
refer to M aster Response 3 regarding the Chain of Lakes. 


Nick Tynan 


This comment concerns the merits of an alternative serving the freeway corridor to 
Greenville. Please refer to M aster Response 8 regarding the timing and funding for the 
extension, and Section 3.16, Construction Impacts, of the Draft Program EIR for a 
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PH3-S6 


PH 3-S6.1 


PH3-S7 


PH3-S7.1 


PH3-S7.2 


PH3-S8 


PH3-S8.1 


PH3-S8.2 


PH 3-S8.3 


discussion of construction impacts. The BART Board of Directors will consider the 
merits of the alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


Clay Widmayer 


This comment concerns the merits of the “hybrid” alternative, Alternative 2b. Please 
see Section 1.4 of this document, which presents a description and evaluation of 
impacts of Alternative 2b. The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of 
the alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


Chris M oore 


This comment concerns the merits of an alternative serving the I-580 freeway corridor 
to Greenville. Please refer to Master Response 8 regarding the timing and funding for 
the extension. 


Please refer to Master Response 3, Chain of Lakes/El Charro Road Alignment, of this 
document, regarding the Chain of Lakes/E! Charro alignment, and the responses to 
Zone 7's written comments in Comment Letter 12. As noted in these responses, 
BART acknowledges Zone 7's present and future ownership interests in the Chain of 
Lakes area; the Draft Program EIR notes the area’s land use designation of 
Aggregate/W ater Resource (see Figure 3.3-1 on page 3.3-5). With regard to 
engineering feasibility, please see the section titled “Engineering Feasibility and 
Design” of Master Response 3. Please also refer to Impact HS-4 starting on page 
3.12-31 of the Draft Program EIR for a discussion of airport safety and height 
restrictions in relation to the BART extensions alternatives. 


Nancy Allen 


Please refer to Master Response 4 of this document, for a discussion of potential for 
visual impacts near the Staples Ranch site. 


The area described by the commentor (residences at the end of Stoneridge Drive and 
end of Mohr Drive) are 1,500 feet or more away from the EI Charro Road alignments. 
These areas are outside of the study area used in the Draft Program EIR for noise 
impacts, and the residents would be exposed to lower noise levels than those evaluated 
in the Draft Program EIR within the study area. Please refer to Section 3.10, Noise 
and Vibration, and to M aster Response 4 of this document, for a discussion of potential 
for noise impacts to other closer sensitive receptors along this alignment including 
residents along E| Charro Road and the Staples Ranch site. 


Please refer to Master Response 4 of this document, for a discussion of potential for 
visual impacts near the Staples Ranch site, and Master Response 3 for impacts to the 
Chain of Lakes area. 
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PH 3-S8.4 


PH 3-58.5 


PH 3-S8.6 


PH3-S8.7 


PH3-S9 


PH 3-S9.1 


PH3-S9.2 


PH3-59.3 


PH 3-S9.4 


PH3-S10 


PH3-S10.1 


This comment concerns the merits of the alternatives in relation to Staples Ranch. A 
change in property values and property tax revenues, in itself, is not considered an 
environmental impact under CEQA. This comment does not concern the adequacy of 
the Draft Program EIR or BART's compliance with CEQA and no further response is 
warranted. 


This comment concerns the merits of a downtown station location and the “hybrid” 
alternative. Please see Section 1.4 of this document for a description and analysis of 
impacts of Alternative 2b. 


Project costs are detailed in Appendix B of the Draft Program EIR. Please refer to 
M aster Response 8 regarding the timing and funding for the extension. 


Please refer to Response 18.1 regarding the inclusion of Pleasanton residents and the 
City of Pleasanton in the environmental review process. The BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives during the final hearing to select a 
preferred alternative. 


Heidi Massie 


This comment concerns the merits of an alternative serving the freeway corridor as far 
east as possible. The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the 
alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


Please refer to M aster Response 3 regarding the Chain of Lakes alignment alternatives, 
and M aster Response 8 regarding funding and cost. 


Please refer to M aster Response 4 regarding the noise and traffic congestion impacts to 
proposed development in Staples Ranch, and to M aster Response 3 regarding the noise 
and traffic congestion impacts in the Chain of Lakes area. 


Please refer to the Draft Program EIR, pages 3.2-138 to 3.2-139 for discussion of 
parking for downtown and non-downtown station alternatives. Please refer to page 
3.2-42 to the section entitled “Parking Improvement Projects” for discussion of parking 
improvement plans in the BART stations. The concept plan for the Downtown 
Livermore Station as evaluated in the Draft Program EIR assumes that most of the 
station parking will be in parking structures. Walking at night in any area is always a 
safety concern, but it is generally considered that walking in an area where there is 
pedestrian activity and active businesses is safer than walking in areas with few people 
around. 


Dave Williams 


Please refer to Response 127.2, which addresses similar comments raised by the 
speaker in his comment letter. 
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PH 3-S10.2 


PH 3-S10.3 


PH 3-S10.4 


PH3-S11 


PH3-S11.1 


PH3-S12 


PH 3-$12.1 


PH 3-S12.2 


PH3-S12.3 


Please refer to Response PH 2-S37.1 regarding noise and property values. Please refer 
to Master Response 3 regarding the Chain of Lakes alignment alternatives. 


This comment concerns the merits of a project alternative, urging BART to pursue an 
alignment in the center of I-580 as a means to move the project forward quickly and 
stimulate near-term job creation. This comment does not concern the adequacy of the 
Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA. The BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the alignment alternatives during the final hearing 
to select a preferred alternative. 


Please refer to Master Response 8 regarding the funding for the extension and 
Livermore’s contribution to funding. Please see the discussion of parking at the 
proposed stations that begins on page 3.2-138 of the Draft Program EIR. 


Mary Ann Brent 


This comment concerns the merits of Alternative 2b. Please see Section 1.4 for a 
description and analysis of impacts of Alternative 2b. Noise is discussed in Section 
3.10, Noise and Vibration, of the Draft Program EIR. Please refer also to Master 
Response 5, which discusses noise impacts in Downtown Livermore. The BART 
Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives during the final hearing 
to select a preferred alternative. 


Paul K endall 


This comment concerns the issues of building any alternative. Please refer to the Draft 
Program EIR, starting on page 3.2-138, for discussion of parking for the various 
alternatives and mitigation of spillover parking. The BART Board of Directors will 
balance the merits of the alternatives with the impacts during the final hearing to select 
a preferred alternative. 


The stations that are included in the alternatives in Downtown Livermore are described 
in Section 2, Alternatives, of the Draft Program EIR. Impacts to Downtown 
Livermore from alternatives with downtown stations are described in M aster Response 
5. Additional discussion of parking facilities related to downtown stations are 
discussed beginning on page 3.2-139 of the Draft Program EIR. 


The traffic analysis in the Draft Program EIR fully evaluated traffic, parking, and 
alternative modes of access within downtown Livermore, and did not focus on traffic 
on I-580. Please refer to the Draft Program EIR, pages 3.2-138 to 3.2-139 for 
discussion of parking for downtown and non-downtown station alternatives. For 
parking demand, supply and the shortfall or surplus of parking for each alternative, 
please refer to Tables 3.2-32 and 3.2-33 on pages 3.2-140 to 3.2-141. Please refer to 
the discussion of “Arterial and Intersection Improvement Projects” for the cities of 
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Pleasanton and Livermore on pages 3.2-36 to 3.2-40 and Tables 3.2-14 (page 3.2-37) 
and 3.2-15 (page 3.2-39) for proposed intersection, arterial, and roadway widening 
improvements near the study area. Please refer to page 3.2-42 to the section entitled 
“Parking Improvement Projects” for discussion of parking improvement plans in the 
BART station areas. Please refer to page 3.2-42 to the section entitled “Pedestrian 
Improvement Projects” for discussion of pedestrian improvements planned for 
Livermore, Pleasanton, and Dublin area. Please refer to page 3.2-44 to the section 
entitled “Trail Improvement Projects” for discussion of proposed trails and multi-use 
paths planned for Livermore, Pleasanton, and Dublin area. Please refer to page 3.2-45 
to the section entitled “Bicycle Improvement Projects” for discussion of proposed 
bicycle facilities planned for Livermore, Pleasanton, and Dublin area. Please refer to 
page 3.2-40 to the section entitled “Connecting Transit Improvement Projects” for 
discussion of future planned transit connection improvements expected for the 
Livermore, Pleasanton, and Dublin area. 


PH3-S13 Doug Mann 

PH3-S13.1 The No Build Alternative represents what the transit system would be like if BART 
stopped at its current terminus at Dublin/Pleasanton. A number of transit agencies 
currently serve the Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station and bring patrons to the station. 
One of the goals of the BART to Livermore extension is to connect to ACE, which isa 
standard gauge rail system. To implement a connection, either BART has to extend to 
the existing rail corridor or the rail corridor has to extend to the Dublin-Pleasanton 
Station. Either scenario would have serious cost and environmental implications. For 
further discussion of a rail extension to BART, see Response 38.1. 

PH 3-S13.2 This comment supports BART to a downtown station and then to Vasco Road. Please 
refer to Section 5.4 in the Draft EIR regarding transit-oriented development (TOD) 
potential for each alternative, including at the I sabel/l-580 Station. 

PH3-S14 Terese Cunningham 

PH 3-S14.1 This comment concerns the merits of Alternative 2b. The BART Board of Directors 
will consider the merits of the alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred 
alternative. 

PH3-S15 Dave L owell 

PH 3-S15.1 Please refer to Section 5.4 in the Draft EIR regarding TOD potential for each 
alternative, including at the Isabel/l-580 Station. 

PH 3-S15.2 This comment concerns the merits of the Vasco Road Station. The BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives and station locations during the 
final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 
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PH 3-S16.1 


PH3-S17 


PH3-S17.1 


PH3-S17.2 


PH3-S17.3 


PH3-S17.4 


J oel Villasenor 


This comment concerns the merits of the Downtown Livermore and Vasco Road 
stations. Please see Section 1.4 of this document, which presents a description and 
evaluation of impacts of Alternative 2b which includes these stations. The BART 
Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives and station locations 
during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


J ohn Butera 


This comment concerns architectural design elements for a future station. Though 
architectural design does not occur during the Program EIR phase, basic station designs 
would be included in the project-level EIR/EIS phase. 


BART owns several parcels, both in the Isabel/I-580 station area and in the Greenville 
Road area north of 1-580. Ownership of these parcels does not ensure that the 
alignments that would connect these parcels would create the best long-term 
combination of stations and alignments, enhance system benefits, or avoid adverse 
environmental impacts. Therefore, the Draft Program EIR also considered alignment 
alternatives not using property already owned by BART. 


The relationship between BART and land development, as well as the impetus behind 
recent regional transit-oriented development (TOD) policies, are outlined in Section 
5.4, Regional Transit-Oriented Development Policies, of the Draft Program EIR. As 
explained in the document, both BART and MTC have adopted policies to encourage 
TOD in association with transit system expansion projects. These policies do not 
establish land development as integral to BART’s overall mission, as suggested by this 
comment. Rather, the policies seek to establish that the selection of areas for transit 
improvements is justified, where the development capacity of station areas serving a 
proposed extension will both support acceptable ridership levels and accommodate 
growth resulting from the extension (page 5-11, paragraph 1). The policies establish 
expansion criteria that are designed to contend with the pressures of growth in the Bay 
Area and address the dispersal of jobs and housing, while reinvesting in BART and 
other transit systems (page 5-11, paragraph 4). 


The comment concerns the economic benefits of constructing transportation 
infrastructure projects. The comment is noted; however, in general this is nota CEQA 
issue. The Population and Housing section of the Draft Program EIR, pages 3.4-14 to 
3.4-15, discusses direct job creation associated with the alignment alternatives. Please 
refer to M aster Response 8 regarding the timing and funding for the extension. 
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PH3-S18 


PH3-S18.1 


PH 3-S18.2 


PH3-S19 


PH3-S19.1 


PH3-S20 


PH3-S20.1 


PH3-S21 


PH3-$21.1 


Heather Truro 


Please refer to Master Response 5 of this document, regarding various impacts of the 
Downtown Livermore Station to the character and quality of Downtown Livermore; 
and M aster Response 6 of this document, regarding the relationship of BART stations 
and crime. 


Concerning the issue of environmental impacts in Pleasanton, please see M aster 
Response 3 and Master Response 4 of this document. Cost effectiveness is not a 
CEQA issue, but is considered by the BART Board in selecting a preferred alternative. 
BART’s System Expansion Criteria considers cost effectiveness in ranking the 
alternatives, and will be included in the Preferred Alternative Memorandum (PAM ) 
that will be submitted to the BART Board at the time of final certification of the 
Program EIR. The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the 
alternatives during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


Corinna Wise 


Please see Sections 3.5 and 3.10 in the Draft Program EIR regarding visual and noise 
impacts in residential areas. This comment also raises concerns about safety and the 
risk of children getting onto the tracks. However, because BART is powered by 
electricity, the tracks must be fully grade-separated; therefore, persons would be 
unable to easily access the tracks. 


Chuck Weir 


This comment concerns the merits of an alternative staying in the |-580 freeway 
corridor to Greenville and cost per rider. Cost effectiveness is not a CEQA issue, but 
BART's System Expansion Policy (SEP) considers cost effectiveness in ranking the 
alternatives. BART conducted preliminary calculations for the cost per new rider for 
each alternative in the EIR, and these calculations were converted to a qualitative 
measure for comparison with BART’s System Expansion Policy. Cost effectiveness 
will be considered by the BART Board in selecting a preferred alternative will be 
included in the Preferred Alternative memo (PAM) that will be submitted to the BART 
Board at the time of final certification of the Program EIR. 


Alejandro Perez 


The first part of this comment concerns the merits of a project alternative and does not 
concern the adequacy of the Draft Program EIR or BART’s compliance with CEQA. 
The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives during the 
final hearing to select a preferred alternative. Please refer also to Master Response 6 
of this document, regarding the relationship of BART stations and crime. 
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PH3-S22 


PH 3-S22.1 


PH 3-S22.2 


PH3-S23 


PH 3-$23.1 


PH 3-$23.2 


PH 3-523.3 


This comment concerns the merits of Alternative 2b which has been added to the Final 
Program EIR. Alternative 2b is described and its impacts are analyzed in detail in 
Section 1.4 of this document. The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits 
of Alternative 2b as well as the other alternatives during the final hearing to select a 
preferred alternative. 


AJ Machaevich 


This comment concerns the merits of Alternative 2b. Alternative 2b is described and 
its impacts are analyzed in detail in Section 1.4 of this document. In addition, the 
comment suggests BART extensions beyond Livermore to Tracy and Brentwood. This 
Program EIR document considers only at extension alternatives between the existing 
Dublin/Pleasanton BART station and Livermore. Currently, BART is not anticipating 
an extension beyond Livermore. These proposed extensions are beyond the scope of 
this Program EIR document, and are not consistent with MTC’s Regional Rail Plan. 
Refer to Response 67.4 regarding MTC’s Regional Rail Plan and extension to San 
Joaquin County. 


This comment supports the merits of a Downtown Livermore Station with a connection 
to ACE. All the project alternatives, with the exception of Alternative 4, would 
connect to ACE. The BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the 
alternatives and station locations during the final hearing to select a preferred 
alternative. 


Gary Mello 


This comment concerns the merits of the alternatives via the Chain of Lakes and the 
merits of the Greenville Station location. The BART Board of Directors will consider 
the merits of the alternatives and station locations during the final hearing to select a 
preferred alternative. 


This comment concerns the merits of the Greenville Station with a connection to ACE. 
All the project alternatives, with the exception of Alternative 4, would connect to ACE. 
The traffic impacts of the stations are addressed in the Draft Program EIR (see pages 
3.2-78 through 3.2-132), including having an end of the line station at Vasco Road. 
Having an end of the line station in Downtown Livermore would also result in an 
increase in traffic on downtown streets, similar to the analysis for other end of the line 
stations analyzed in the Draft Program EIR. The BART Board of Directors will 
consider the merits of the alternatives and station locations during the final hearing to 
select a preferred alternative. 


This comment concerns the merits of phasing station implementation, with Greenville 
as the first phase. A preliminary phasing plan, if it is determined to be appropriate for 
the project, would be developed in the design phase of the project, during the 
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PH3-S24 


PH 3-S24.1 


PH 3-S24.2 


PH 3-S24.3 


PH 3-S24.4 


PH3-S25 


PH 3-$25.1 


PH 3-S25.2 


development of the project-level EIR/EIS, and not during the current Program EIR 
process. 


Robert Allen 


This comment concerns a suggestion for a revised organizational structure for transit 
operating agencies in the Bay Area. Please see Response 42.1. 


Please see Response 46.4. 


This comment concerns the merits of the Isabel/Stanley and Isabel/I-580 station 
locations. Impacts related to access, traffic, land use, and mineral resources at the 
Isabel/Stanley Station site and the Isabel/l-580 Station are discussed in Sections 3.2, 
Transportation, Section 3.3, Land Use, and Section 3.7, Geology, respectively of the 
Draft Program EIR. Please also see M aster Response 3 regarding impacts associated 
with the El Charro Road alignment through the quarries. The BART Board of 
Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives and station locations during the 
final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


Existing noise levels from the freeway do mask out much of the noise expected to be 
generated by the BART trains. As discussed in Impact NO-1 starting on page 3.10-22 
of the Draft Program EIR, noise impacts from BART trains to sensitive receptors along 
1-580 are expected to be less than significant. 


Herb Ritter 


This comment concerns the merits of the alternatives via the Chain of Lakes and 
Staples Ranch, and the merits of connecting to ACE. Please see Master Response 3 
regarding the Chain of Lakes and Master Response 4 regarding Staples Ranch. The 
BART Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives and station 
locations during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


This comment concerns suggestions by the commentor for reduced BART fares, for 
road tolling, and for BART extensions beyond Livermore to M anteca and Los Angeles. 
This Program EIR document considers only BART extension alternatives between the 
existing Dublin/Pleasanton BART station and Livermore. BART fare levels and road 
tolls are beyond the scope of this Program EIR document. The proposed extensions to 
M anteca and Los Angeles are beyond the scope of this Program EIR document, and are 
not consistent with MTC’s Regional Rail Plan for BART. However, these other 
locations may be served by a future High Speed Rail system. High Speed Rail is 
currently under study statewide by the California High Speed Rail Authority, and 
includes a proposed connection through the Altamont Corridor that could connect with 
BART in Livermore. This possible future connection is identified in the Draft 
Program EIR on pages 3.2-40 through 3.2-41. 
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PH 3-$26.1 


PH 3-S26.2 


PH3-S27 


PH 3-S27.1 


PH3-S28 


PH 3-S28.1 


David Lackey 


This comment concerns the merits of a Downtown Livermore Station. The BART 
Board of Directors will consider the merits of the alternatives and station locations 
during the final hearing to select a preferred alternative. 


This comment concerns the merits of an alternative staying in the I-580 freeway 
corridor as a strategy to reduce noise, traffic, and greenhouse gases. Noise is 
discussed in the Draft Program EIR in Section 3.10, Noise and Vibration. Table 
3.10-8 on page 3.10-23 summarizes the anticipated noise and vibration impacts from 
the alternatives in the program and the expected results from mitigation efforts. Traffic 
issues are addressed in the Draft Program EIR in Section 3.2, Transportation, with 
freeway traffic levels summarized in Table 3.2-25 on page 3.2-66. Greenhouse gas 
issues are addressed in Section 3.11, Climate Change, with greenhouse gas impacts 
summarized in Table 3.11-7 on page 3.11-27. 


Jim Lenz 


This comment suggests that the Isabel/l-580 Station be constructed without any 
parking, and have only kiss-and-ride and LAVTA bus access, with bus access 
connecting to a remote parking lot at Greenville for commuters from the east. Traffic 
and parking issues associated with the alternatives and with the station locations is 
addressed in Section 3.2. The size of the parking lot at the Isabel/l-580 Station 
alternative was sized based on anticipated demand, as described on page 3.2-35. 
BART provides parking for customer access at most stations on the system with the 
exception of stations in San Francisco (except Glen Park), and the Downtown Oakland 
and Downtown Berkeley stations. All suburban stations provide parking. 


The commentor’s suggestion to provide a remote parking lot with a shuttle bus service 
to the Isabel/I-580 station would still require BART to construct a parking lot, and it 
would introduce operational complexity of a shuttle bus connection for riders instead of 
being able to walk directly from their parked cars to the station. Further, it may not 
reduce auto traffic on the overall network, and could cause delays to riders who would 
need to wait for the bus at the remote parking lot. Also, see Master Response 7 
regarding sensitive biological issues at BART’s Greenville property. 


Don Kahler 


This comment concerns the merits and feasibility of an El Charro Road alignment 
through the Chain of Lakes. Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding the 
engineering feasibility of constructing in the Chain of Lakes area. Please also refer to 
responses to Comment Letter 12. The BART Board of Directors will consider the 
merits of the alternatives and station locations during the final hearing to select a 
preferred alternative. 
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Section 6 
R evisions to the Draft Program EIR 


6.1 INTRODUCTION 


This section consists of text and graphics changes to the Draft Program EIR made as a result of 
comments or changes initiated by BART staff to correct any inaccuracies, clarify text, or update 
information in the Draft Program EIR. The following revisions are organized by their order in the 
Draft Program EIR. The page number, and when appropriate paragraph and sentence, of where the 
change(s) to the Draft Program EIR start is noted, and new text is underlined, while deleted text is 


denoted with strikethrough. 


6.2 REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT PROGRAM EIR 


Section 1 - Introduction 

Page 1-28, Table 1-1 is revised as shown on the following page. 
Section 2 - Project Description 

Page 2-13, first paragraph, first sentence: 


Parking. The Isabel/l-580 Station would contain 4,100 commuter parking spaces distributed 
between a combination of surface lots and parking garages. 


Page 2-62, first paragraph, third sentence. 


Also, the nearby Greenville East Station offered similar levels of accessibility and-potential for 


transit-oriented development and would have a connection between BART and ACE, making it 
preferable to the Greenville W est option. 


Page 2-64, after the second paragraph: 


Several alignments and/or configurations were considered prior to formal scoping, but were 
not carried forward into the Program EIR for analysis, largely due to cost considerations, 


difficulty of construction, or impacts on areas outside of the urban growth boundary. These 


alignments or configurations rejected prior to scoping are: 


e Tunnel/below-grade alignment parallel to 1-580, just north of 1-580 within the Caltrans 
right-of-way; and 


e Elevated aerial alignment in the I-580 median for the length of the corridor, passing over 
all freeway overpasses and interchanges. 
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Public Agencies with Possible Future Permit and/or Approval Authority 


Table 1-1 


Agency 


Statutory Authority 


Permit or Approval J urisdiction, Actions C overed 


Documentation or Prior 
Approvals R equired 


Federal 


U.S. Environmental 
Protection A gency 


U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers 


U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service 


F ederal A viation 
Administration 


Section 404 permit (Clean Water Act 
Amendment of 1977); Clean Air Act of 
1970 as amended 


Section 404 permit (Clean Water Act) 


Section 7 (Federal Endangered Species 
Act of 1972); Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
of 1918 


FAA Regulations Part 77 - Objects 
Affecting Navigable Airspace 


Section 404 oversight 


Section 404—permits for discharge of dredged or fill 
materials into waters of the United States, including 
jurisdictional wetlands according to Section 404(b)(1) 


guidelines 


Section 7—T aking (kill, harm, capture, harass etc.) of 
endangered and other special status plant or animal species 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act—Prohibition to “take” (kill, harm, 
harass, etc.) any migratory bird listed in 50 CFR 10, 
including their nests, eggs, or products 


Review of project for potential effects on aircraft safety 


Review of this EIR 


ENG form 4345 “A pplication for 
a Department of the Army 
permit,” RWQCB certification 
pursuant to Section 401 

Review of this EIR 

Review of the Biological 
Assessment 


Project plans 


State 


California Department of 
Fish and Game 


California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) 
California Public Utilities 
Commission 

California Department of 
Toxics Substances Control 


California Endangered Species A ct 
(CESA); Fish and Game Code, Sections 
1601-1603 review; Fish and Game 
Code, Sections 3503, 3503.5, 3513, 
3800 


Caltrans Encroachment Permit 
Operating/Safety Approvals 


Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act of 1976; Hazardous Waste Control 
Law 


CESA—Review of project for “take” of endangered and other 
special status plant or animal species. Sections 1601-1603— 
Streambed Alteration Agreement, review of project for 
potential to alter streamflows or the bed and bank of a stream, 
lake, or pond. Sections 3503, 3503.5, 3513, 3800— 
prohibition to take possess, or needlessly destroy the nests or 
eggs of any bird, except as otherwise provided by this Code 
or any regulation made pursuant thereto 


Encroachment of federal and state-funded highways requiring 
the use of a Caltrans Encroachment Permit 


Operating/safety approvals 


Review and oversight of cleanup of sites where surface and/or 
subsurface contamination has occurred due to the potential 
release of hazardous materials or wastes 


Review of this EIR 

Form #FG2023 “Notification of 
Removal of M aterials Game 
and/or Alteration of Lake, River, 
or Streambed Bottom or M argin, 
map of area indicating public 
access, and environmental 
documentation 

Section 2081 Permit for the take 
of State listed species 


Project plans 


” 


Project plans 


Project plans 
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 


6 Revisions to the Draft Program EIR 


Table 1-1 


Public Agencies with Possible Future Permit and/or Approval Authority 


Agency 


Statutory Authority 


Permit or Approval J urisdiction, Actions C overed 


Documentation or Prior 
Approvals R equired 


State W ater Resources 
Control Board 


State Historic Preservation 
Office 


N ative A merican H eritage 
Commission 


Regional 


Section 402(0) of Clean Water Act 


CEQA 


Public Resource Code Section 5097 


Section 402—N ational Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) General Permits which regulate discharges 
of storm water from construction and industrial activities 


Trustee agency for historic resources 


Review of project for potential disturbance to native American 
heritage/burial sites 


Notice of Intent for storm water 
general permit coverage 


Review of this EIR 


Consultation letter; Review of this 
EIR 


Regional Water Quality 
Control Board 


M etropolitan 
Transportation Commission 


Section 401 and 402 of Clean Water 
Act; Porter-Cologne W ater Quality 
Control Act 


Section 176 (c) of Clean Air Act of 1970 
as amended; MTC Resolution #3075; 


MTC Resolution #3434 


Section 401 and Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control A ct— 
W ater Quality Certification, or waiver thereof, for 
construction in wetlands areas determined to be under Corps’ 
jurisdiction (certification required before Corps’ Section 404 
permit may become effective 

Section 402—N ational Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permit which regulates discharge into 
surface waters 


Review all applications for state or federal funding 


Application for Section 401 W ater 
Quality Certifications and/or 
Report of Waste Discharge 

Copy of application to federal 
agency for permit (e.g., for 
Section 404 permit), EIR, copy of 
Section 404 (b) (1) alternative 
analysis, proposed mitigation plan, 
if any; Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan 


Project plans and EIR 


BART CEQA Lead agency for EIR; approval of project and expenditure of Certification of EIR and approval 
funds of Findings and Statement of 
Overriding Considerations 
Local 


Alameda County 


City of Livermore 


Encroachment permit 


Encroachment permit 


Possible encroachment permit for construction within County- 
owned right of way 

Possible encroachment permit for construction within 
City-owned right-of-way 


Project plans 


Project plans 
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 


6 Revisions to the Draft Program EIR 


Table 1-1 


Public Agencies with Possible Future Permit and/or Approval Authority 


Agency Statutory Authority 


Permit or Approval J urisdiction, Actions C overed 


Documentation or Prior 
Approvals R equired 


Entitlement process 


City of Pleasanton Encroachment permit 


City of Dublin Encroachment permit 
Alameda County CEQA 

Congestion M anagement 

Agency 

Alameda County CEQA 


Transportation 
Authority/A lameda County 
Transportation 
Improvement A uthority 
Alameda County Airport 
Land Use Commission 


Zone 7 Water A gency CEQA 


Encroachment permit 


Livermore Amador Valley CEQA 
Transit A uthority 


Public Utilities Code Section 21670 


Related to the entitlement process, the City will undertake a 


Project plans 


number of updates to its own plans to accommodate the 
proposed project, including: 
e General Plan Amendment to show the approved 
alignment and amend any supporting policies; 


e Livermore Development Code to identify revised 
plan lines, if needed; 


e Other policy documents/ordinances, if needed to 
show the alignment, and 


e Necessary easements. 
Possible encroachment permit for construction within 
City-owned right-of-way 
Possible encroachment permit for construction within 
City-owned right-of-way 
Review project for conformance with ACCMA's 
transportation plans 


Review project for conformance with ACTA/ACTIA's 
transportation plans 


Review project under the “Determination of Plan 
Consistency” process 


Review project for conformance with Zone 7 requirements 


Project plans 
Project plans 


Review of this EIR 


Review of this EIR 


Project plans 


Project plans, including hydraulic 
design 


Easements and/or aerial easements may be required within the Project plans 


Zone 7 right-of-way 
Review project for conformance with LAVTA transit plans 


Review of this EIR 


Source: PBS&J, 2009. 
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 


6 Revisions to the Draft Program EIR 


Section 3.2 - Transportation 


Page 3.2-7, first paragraph: 


Table 3.2-2 


Arterial Study Segments 
in the BART to Livermore Extension Study Area 


Arterial From To Location 
1. Greenville Road Altamont Pass Patterson Pass Road Livermore 
Road 
2. Vasco Road N orthfront Road East Avenue Livermore 
3. First Street 1-580 Eastbound Scott Street Livermore 
Ramps 
4. First Street Scott Street Holmes Street/ Livermore 
M urrieta Boulevard/ 
College A venue 
5. Livermore Avenue 1-580 Eastbound Chestnut Street Livermore 
Ramps 
6. Livermore Avenue Chestnut Street East Avenue Livermore 
7. Stanley Boulevard Valley Avenue M urrieta Boulevard Livermore/Pleasanton/ 
Unincorporated Alameda County 
8. Stanley Boulevard Murrieta Boulevard Livermore Avenue Livermore 
9. Isabel Avenue 1-580 Eastbound Concannon Boulevard Livermore 


Off-Ramp 


Source: Wilbur Smith Associates, 2009. 


Page 3.2-19, sixth paragraph, fourth sentence: 


Page 3.2-30, fifth paragraph, second sentence: 


For this project the long-term permanent impacts are evaluated against expected condition 
existing in 2035. This assumes the planned growth (jobs and employment) and related funded 
transportation improvements as proposed in the MTC 2009 RTP. 


Page 3.2-38, first paragraph, first sentence: 


The 2001 RTP for the San Francisco Bay Area (revised in November 2002) was developed by 
MTC, and was mostly recently updated and approved in April 2009. The following roadway 
improvement projects are scheduled on regional facilities in and near the City of Livermore 
area and are identified in the 2009 updated RTP: 
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 6 Revisions to the Draft Program EIR 


Page 3.2-42, footnote 12: 


This complex includes the existing Bankhead Theater andBothwell Arts-Center and future 
2,000-seat regional theater scheduled for completion in 2011. 


Page 3.2-55, first paragraph: 


BART patrons from San Joaquin County represent a significant segment of the ridership in the 
Tri-Valley area, and account for approximately 30 percent of projected BART ridership under 


the Tri-Valley area in all build alternatives, as shown in Table 3.2-20. This ranges from 


16,800 riders per day under Alternative 4 to 22,600 riders per day under Alternative 1. 
Currently, to access the BART system, these patrons must drive, use a regional bus line, or 


connect via ACE by local bus. The BART extension alternatives would provide a closer 
connection to the BART system for San J oaquin County BART patrons by driving, bus, and in 
some cases as direct connection to ACE. As-shownin—Table 32-20 San loaguin County 


RAP H 


Page 3.2-129, fourth paragraph: 


TR-4.1 Provide Lane Configuration Adjustments and Signalization Improvements at the 


Intersection of Airway Boulevard/Isabel Avenue (Alternatives 1, 2, 2a, 3a, 4, 5). 
Modification of the eastbound Airway Boulevard approach from one shared left- 
through-right lane and one exclusive right turn lane to one exclusive left turn lane, one 
through lane, and two exclusive right turn lanes would improve the intersection 
operations to an acceptable LOS. 


Page 3.2-151, third paragraph: 


TR-7.3 Maintain Pedestrian Facilities Around Station Sites (Alternatives 3a 5) Pedestrian 


facilities shall be retained where a station site bisects existing facilities. Designs to 
provide a pedestrian connection to the BART development and relocate pedestrian 
facilities to avoid disruptions to through pedestrian traffic shall be employed. 


Section 3.3 - Land Use 


Page 3.3-5, Figure 3.3-1 is revised to show the current land uses at the former Hexcel plant as vacant. 
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 6 Revisions to the Draft Program EIR 


Page 3.3-8, first paragraph, fifth sentence: 


As of the time of completion of this document, tHhe land, often referred to as the “Chain of 
Lakes” area, is fargelby_under ownership of Rhodes & Jamieson, and-private mining ventures 


such as Vulcan Material Company- and Alameda County Flood Control and Water 


Conservation District, Zone 7 (Zone 7). Under the terms of Alameda County's 1981 Specific 
Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Area Reclamation (LAVQAR), further portions of 
the land currently owned by Rhodes & Jamieson are to be deeded to Zone 7 for reclamation at 
various times over the course of the next 20 years. For example, Zone 7, which currently 
owns Cope Lake, is slated to take ownership of Lake H in 2014. 


Page 3.3-19, after the first paragraph: 


Regional Transit-Oriented Development Policy. BART System Expansion Policy and MTC 
Resolution #3434 are described in Section 5.4, Regional Transit-Oriented Development Policy. 


The application of these policies to each program alignment is also analyzed in Section 5.4. 


Page 3.3-19, after the second paragraph: 


East Bay Regional Parks District (EBRPD) 2007 Master Plan Map. The EBRPD is currently 
updating the written portion of its 2007 M aster Plan, which will ultimately define the District's 


vision, prioritize future expansion, and provide policies and guidelines to implement that 
expansion. Although the written portion of the M aster Plan is not complete, the 2007 M aster 


Plan M ap has been officially adopted by the EBRPD Board of Directors. This map identifies 
potential future EBRPD parklands and trails, including several potential regional trails that 
would intersect the Chain of Lakes area. The El Charro aerial structure included in 
Alternatives la, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5 would pass over these future trails and would not impede 


movement along the trails. 


Page 3.3-23, before the second paragraph: 


Alameda County Specific Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Area Reclamation 


(LAVQAR). Adopted in November 1981, LAVQAR is a plan for the reclamation, reuse, and 
rehabilitation of the 3,820-acre area between Pleasanton and Livermore designated for sand and 


gravel quarrying. LAVQAR was developed in response to the State Surface Mining and 
Reclamation Act of 1975, which requires reclamation plans for all mining operations conducted 


after January 1, 1976. The central concept of LAVQAR is the gradual transformation of 
quarried pits into a “chain of lakes” that will provide a surface water storage and conveyance 
system and flood control strategy for Zone 7. Under the terms of this reclamation agreement, 


quarry operators must dedicate mined-out pits, water management facilities, and supporting 
land areas to Zone 7 for ownership and management. Although some portions have already 


been dedicated to Zone 7, LAVQAR is a staged reclamation process by which mined-out lands 
will be dedicated to Zone 7 until the year 2030, when reserves are expected to be depleted. 
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Although station areas or yards would not encroach into this area, the El Charro Road 
alignment of Alternatives 1a, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5 would traverse a part of this area. While the 


specific details of the future uses and activities envisioned by the LAVQAR remain speculative 
at this time, an aerial structure would not necessarily detract from the proposed water storage 
and flood control facility or conflict with possible recreational uses considered for the mined- 
out quarry pits. However, this issue would be reevaluated in a BART to Livermore project 
EIR, if this alignment alternative is selected and the water storage and flood control facilities 
and recreational uses are in place at that time. 


Page 3.3-28, fourth paragraph, third and fourth sentences: 


Exceptions to this pattern include the area just east of between Santa Rita Road and El Charro 
Road south of 1-580, in Pleasanton and unincorporated Alameda County. This area is 


dominated by contains medium-density, single family residential land uses as well as an area of 


multi-family residential land use recently designated by the City of Pleasanton as part of the 
Staples Ranch Specific Plan. 


Page 3.3-29, Figure 3.3-5 is revised to reflect changes to the General Plan land use designations at the 
Staples Ranch site in Pleasanton and the former Hexcel plant in Livermore. 


Page 3.3-31, fourth paragraph, third and fourth sentences: 


A small portion of this corridor, just east of El Charro Road and south of the 1-580, is 
designated for regional commercial uses, including mixed-use and business park, as part of the 
Livermore's El Charro Specific Plan. A-pertien-T he area just west of El Charro Road }ust and 
south of 1-580,lies within the Pleasanton SOI and was recently designated for commercial and 
open space uses #s-currently propesed for annexation as part of the Staples Ranch Specific Plan. 


Page 3.3-45, second sentence under Alternative 1a: 


Although this alternative would include an elevated section above El Charro Road, there are 
relatively few surrounding sensitive land uses, are-netsensitive and these uses would not be 
adversely affected by BART operations. 
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Section 3.4 - Population and Housing 


Page 3.4-7, Table 3.4-3 is revised as follows: 


Table 3.4- 
Major Livermore Employers Near Landanen RT to Livermore Stations, 2009 
Radial 
Number of Distance 
Company Use Employees Nearest Station (miles) 

Activant Solutions Business Services 363 Greenville East 0.19 
Costco Wholesale Retail 245 Isabel/I-580 0.40 
Las Positas College? Community College 490 Isabel/|-580 0.60 
City of Livermore Government 656 Downtown Livermore 0.70 
Livermore Area Rec. & Park District Government 508 Downtown Livermore 0.73 
Valley Care Health System M edical Office 1,300 Downtown Livermore 0.78 
W alM art Stores Retail 265 Downtown Livermore 0.82 
K aiser Permanente H ealth Center M edical Office 130 Downtown Livermore 0.84 
Lowe’s Home Improvement Store Retail 150 Downtown Livermore 0.94 
Target Retail 185 Downtown Livermore 1.19 
Topcon Positioning Systems M anufacturing 394 Vasco Road 0.12 
Johnson Controls, Inc. M anufacturing 279 Vasco Road 0.20 
Lawrence Livermore Natl. Lab. Government R&D 8,750 Vasco Road 0.30 
M cGrath RentCorp Equipment R ental 185 Vasco Road 0.36 
Valmark Industries M anufacturing 180 Vasco Road 0.38 
K aiser Permanente Distribution Ctr. Warehouse and 675 Vasco Road 

Distribution 0.55 
Sandia National Laboratory Government R & D 910 Vasco Road 1.00 
Form Factor Manufacturing/R&D 1,000 Vasco Road 1.16 
W ente Vineyards Winery 676 Vasco Road 2.04 


Sources: City of Livermore, Economic Development Department, 2009; Las Positas Community College, 2009; BAE, 2009. 
Notes: 
a. _Las Positas College currently enrolls approximately 8,800 day and evening students. 
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Section 3.5 - Visual Quality 
Page 3.5-25, first paragraph, fifth and sixth sentences: 


The aerial structure would be visually prominent obtrusive due to the fact that, unlike the area 
around the intersection of El Charro Road and 1-580, there is no existing transportation 
infrastructure of similar visual quality in the immediate area in-an-_envirenment where ne-such 
existing structures-exist. However, because this area the aerial structure would be located in-an 
area-wherethe is of low overall existing visual quality and largely devoid of built and natural 
features and scenic vantage points+stow, the aerial structure along El Charro Road would not 
result in a significant impact for this alternative. 


Section 3.6 - Cultural Resources 
Page 3.6-7, paragraph 1: 


Several buildings around the intersection of Livermore Avenue and First Street were used at 
various times as City Hall before it moved to South Livermore and Pacific Avenues in 1974 
1978. 


Section 3.7 - Geology, Soils and Seismicity 
Page 3.7-5, Figure 3.7-1 is revised to show the M ount Diablo Thrust, Livermore, and V erona faults. 


Page 3.7-25, Figure 3.7-5 is revised to show the mineral extraction areas in the Chain of Lakes as 
gravel pits. 


Page 3. 7-13 - last paragraph: 


In addition, there are buried thrust faults, and inferred faults near the study area, such as the 
Mount Diablo Thrust. ABAG identifies the Mount Diablo Thrust as “the most active thrust 
fault” in the Bay Area’. According to a study of earthquake probabilities for the San Francisco 
Bay Region conducted by the USGS Working Group of California Earthquake Probabilities, 
the M ount Diablo Thrust Fault is capable of generating a magnitude 6.7 or greater earthquake 
with an estimated 0.03 probability (i.e. three percent probability) of it occurring during the 
period from 2002 to 2031.* The state recognizes that buried thrust faults exist; however, their 
fault planes extend under wide area and extremely difficult to identify and characterize. 
Consequently, regulations such as the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act have not 
been applied to them. 


1 


http://www. abag. ca.gov/bayarea/eqmaps/doc/thrusts. html 
* United States Geologic Survey, Earthquake Probability for the San Francisco Bay Region 2002-2031: Results 
and Discussion - Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities. Open File Report 03-214, 2002 
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Page 3.7-27, first paragraph: 


Prior to mining in the quarry lands, the lands were considered to have the “least” landside 
susceptibility, soils that are well drained, and “slight” erosion hazards. However, because of 


significant mining in the quarry lands, current soil characteristics in the quarry lands are not 


known without new soil mapping and boring data. As-showninFigure 3+-4 and described +9 


Fable 3.745, i} a ae “least” eecmiseiaidaiu los 


Page 3.7-27, third paragraph: 


Vulcan holds an active permit, SM P-16, to mine, among other areas, the SMP-16-area land 
south of Stanley Boulevard, in the southwest corner of the intersection of Stanley Boulevard 
and Isabel Avenue; the area has been mined for sand and gravel products at least since the 
1950s. A Reclamation Plan for the property has been approved by the County and mining can 
occur on any part of the property. Current mining operations (commenced in 2008) are 
Ongoing in the SM P-16 area north_and-_south of Stanley Boulevard —and-are anticipated to be 
completed by 2013 continue at least until 2030. 


Page 3.7-27, fifth paragraph: 


The property northwest of the intersection of Stanley Boulevard and Isabel Avenue and 
properties farther north near the airport (formerly Known as SMP-38, -39, and -40) were 
proposed for mining operations to commence upon the completion of the existing mining 
operations in 2013.;hewever—t Those plans were withdrawn and, although the area northwest 
of the intersection of Stanley Boulevard and Isabel A venue is not covered by any mining permit 
or reclamation plan-*, future mining would not be precluded in the area, after an SMP had 
been re-established for it. The area is designated as Optional Lake K in the LAVQAR 2030 
Staging Plan, and could be available to capture polluted runoff water from urban development. 
Future mining is planned for the area south of Stanley Boulevard.? 


Page 3.7-32, second and third paragraphs: 


Surface Mining and Reclamation Act. Mining of sand and gravel in the vicinity of the 
project began prior to 1900. In 1956, the County adopted Ordinance 181 N.S. to systematize 
quarry permitting and prohibit pollution or contamination of usable water-bearing aquifers in 
what is now known as the Chain of Lakes area. Quarry reclamation generally was not 


provided at that time. By 1965, recognizing that quarry reclamation was needed and that 
reclamation plans could not be limited to individual properties because of the interconnected 


nature of the aquifers, quarry operators agreed to a joint effort to develop a master plan to 


3 Vulcan Materials Company, Western Division, SM P-16 Periodic Review of Mining and Reclamation Report 
by Permittee, 2008. 
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address the entire Chain of Lakes area. In 1977, the County adopted an updated Surface 


Mining Ordinance based on the state’s Surface M ining and Reclamation Act (SMARA) and, in 


1981, adopted the Specific Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Area Reclamation 
(LAVQAR).4 


Surface and Mining and Reclamation Act. The Surface and Mining and Reclamation Act 
(SMARA) was enacted in 1975 for the dual purpose of identifying and mapping economically 
valuable mineral resources (including gold, sand, and gravel) and establishing a regulatory 
framework for the operation and eventual reclamation of surface mining operations. 
Section 3704, Performance Standards for Backfilling, Regrading, Slope Stability, and 
Recontouring, of SMARA requires the quarry operator to compact any fill in accordance with 
the current County Building Code specifications and create finals slopes no steeper than 2:1 
(horizontal to vertical). Cut slopes, including final quarry walls and faces, are required to have 
a minimum slope stability factor of safety that is suitable for the proposed end use and conform 


to the surrounding topography and/or approved end use. It is the County’s responsibility, as 
the State’s agent for SMARA enforcement, to inspect the slopes and assure that they are stable. 


Surface Mining Permits. Property southwest of the intersection of Isabel Avenue and Stanley 
Boulevard encompassed by Surface Mining Permit SMP-16 has been approved for mining 
under vested Alameda County Quarry Permits. These areas would be reclaimed upon 
completion of mining in approximately 2030 as basins for future Lakes C and D of the Chain 
of Lakes to be developed by Zone 7 pursuant to the County of Alameda LAVQAR. 


Specific Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Area Reclamation. The Specific Plan for 
LAV QAR was adopted in 1981 to enable the use of the competing resources of land, water, 


and sand and gravel with a minimum of conflict and disruption; plan for reclamation, 
productive reuse, and rehabilitation of the Quarry Area (now known as the Chain of Lakes); 


mitigate the adverse effects of mining; satisfy the requirements of SMARA and the County 
Mining Ordinance; and provide a coordinated plan for the arrangement of the mining lands, 


their surface waters, and their underlying aquifers into a coherent, flexible form reflecting their 
interrelated geology, hydrology, land use, etc. throughout the Chain of Lakes. The key 


concept of the master reclamation plan is the transformation of the quarry pits into a series of 
lakes, over a period of 50 to 60 years, to be managed by Zone 7, to provide a surface water 
storage and conveyance system to replace a portion of the pre-existing aquifer system feeding 
the groundwater basin. 


The Specific Plan contains 21 policies that serve as a guide for decisions concerning actual land 
use modifications in the Chain of Lakes. The County Planning Commission is the Lead 


Agency and coordinator responsible for implementation of the Specific Plan. Three policies, 
14, 15, and 21, relate to the alternative alignments along El Charro Road through the mining 


lands: 


e Policy 14 specifies that minimum 50-foot setbacks shall be established from existing 
public streets. 


“Specific Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Area Reclamation, Alameda County Board of 
Supervisors, adopted November 5, 1981, p.2, 3. 
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e Policy 15 specifies that if El Charro Road becomes a public street, its alignment shall 
be coordinated with appropriate public agencies. 


e Policy 21 specifies that if an operator’s ability to meet the requirements of its 
reclamation plan because of any government action that restricts an operator’s conduct 


of its mining operation, the operator and the County shall negotiate in good faith to 


agree on a revised reclamation plan. 


{tis the County's responsibility as the State’s agent for SMARA enforcement to inspect the 
slopes-and assure that they are stable. 


Page 3.7-46, Impact GEO-5: 


GEO-5 Loss of a Mineral Resource or Mineral Resource Recovery Site 


Figure 8-3 of the City of Livermore General Plan, Open Space and Conservation Element, 
indicates that Alternatives la, 1b, 2a, 3a, and 5 would cross State-designated M ineral Resource 
Sectors in areas designated-classified as MRZ-2. Alternatives la, lb, 2a, 3a, and5 would 
approximately follow the present alignment of El Charro Road adjacentte through currently 
active quarry lands (Resource Sector A-1) and adjacent to reclaimed quarry pits in Alameda 
County, near Stanley Boulevard known as the Chain of Lakes area. To the extent that nearly 


all of the aerial alignment for these alternatives would be within the right-of-way of a public E| 


Charro Road approximately following the present alignment of the privately owned El Charro 
Road and that the sand and gravel resources would have been completely excavated by the time 


the BART project was implemented, there would be no impact to mineral resources for that 
alignment. 


Approximately 1,200 lineal feet of the proposed aerial structure near the northern end of El 
Charro Road and approximately 1,200 lineal feet near the southern end would be off the 


present road alignment and would cover less than 2 acres each. If recoverable mineral 
resources remain in these two areas, there could be some loss of access to them that would 


need to be assessed in a project-level environmental review document. Although the actual loss 
of access to recoverable mineral resources would be relatively minor when compared to the 


remaining resources in the Livermore-Amador Valley, there could be a significant impact, 
based on the areas being in a designated Resource Sector. If the BART Board has selected one 


of the five alternatives that uses the El Charro Road alignment as its preferred alternative, then 
further consultation with the quarry owners and the agencies involved in SMARA and the 


LAVQAR Specific Plan would be warranted to determine the feasibility of mitigating the 
impacts if mineral resources were still present at the time a project-level review is performed. 


The Chain of Lakes area’s sandy soil would necessitate the use of steel pipe piles, rather than 
pre-cast concrete piles, as vertical support for the proposed elevated tracks—guideway. 
Retaining walls probably would not to be needed because the horizontal separation between the 
proposed construction area and the quarries appear to be sufficient to allow grading of the 
necessary retaining slopes. The Isabel/Stanley Station associated with Alternatives 3a and 5 
would occupy an approximately 33-acre site divided by Stanley Boulevard and bounded by 
quarry lands on the west (Resource Sectors A-1 and A-2) and on the south (Resource 


Sector A-2), potentially creating an impact if those resources have not been completely 
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excavated by the time the BART project is implemented. None of the BART extension 
alternatives would involve extraction or disposal of mineral resources. 


Alternative 1- Greenville East. Alternative 1 would not be within a State-designated M ineral 
Resource Sector and would have no impact on the availability of such a resource. Also, this 
alternative would not run alerg through active mining operations, and would have no impact on 
access to these activities. 


Alternative la - Downtown-Greenville East Via UPRR. Alternative 1a would not involve 
extraction or disposal of mineral resources. Alternative 1a would approximately parallel 
fellow the present alignment of El Charro Road through the Chain of Lakes, primarily on the 
west side of the road, but crossing it at the north and south ends. area;however, the proposed 
tracks would not encroach into areas where minerals are actively being recovered. Quarry pits 
adjacent to most of the proposed alignment have been fully extracted. Truck access to 
remaining mineral extraction areas on either side of El Charro Road tstimitedte consist of two 
or te three at-grade connections with El Charro Road. FheBARF-aeriat guideway inthis 


stretch would primarily run along the west side of E| Charro Road. This The proposed aerial 
structure guideway would be designed so that the support columns would avoid obstruction of 


any of these access points that remain at the time of the BART project implementation and, 
similarly, would avoid disturbance to the conveyor system that transports quarried materials 
under EI Charro Road, as well as the one road undercrossing of El Charro Road for quarry 
trucks. The proposed aerial structure would be designed to be high enough to avoid 
interference with the railcar loading facilities between El Charro Road and Isabel Avenue. 


Alternative 1a would run adjacent to the Vulcan aggregate plant site, recycle plant, and settling 
ponds. The proposed elevated tracks in this area would be designed to avoid net limiting 
access to the Vulcan facilities during operation, although there could be some temporary delays 
to quarry traffic during construction. The alignment would follow Stanley Boulevard south of 
the extended mining operation sitebwhich-commencedin2008}However; however, this 
mining area is not adjacent to the proposed alignment and access to the pits would not be 
limited during construction or operation.-Consequently, there would be no impact related to 
loss of access to_ mineral resources along this alignment. 


At this time, El Charro Road is not a public street; however,; but # by the time the BART 
extension would be constructed, it has been assumed in the design of the aerial guideway that 
the road has become a public right-of-way and its alignment would be consistent with the plans 
by affected local jurisdictions, LAVQAR Policy 15, and appropriate setbacks (probably 


50 feet) would be established (LAVQAR Policy 14). LAVQAR _ Policy 21 provides a 
mechanism for the mining operator and the County to resolve issues arising from the 


establishment of a public right-of-way along El Charro Road with respect to changes in 
reclamation plans. Similar negotiations would be appropriate with respect to potential 
encroachment of the proposed alignment on remaining recoverable mineral resources. It is 
reasonable to assume that El Charro Road would not become a public street until all or most of 
the mineral resources along its present alignment had been extracted. In that case, there would 
be no impact related to loss of access to mineral resources along this portion of the proposed 
aerial BART structure. 
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Alternative 1b - Downtown-Greenville East Via SPRR. Alternative 1b would not involve 
extraction or ees of mineral resources. Atso;tike-Atternative-ta,A tternative tb-would not 


esto ctbeGicin yok ee Vole cle Reece folige hive Thy ould -als6-have-ao 


impact-on the availability of or access to, mineral resources. As with Alternative la, a section 
of Alternative 1b would be an aerial structure approximately parallel to the present alignment 
of El Charro Road and would be implemented under the same conditions as described under 
Alternative la. Consequently, there would be no impact related to loss of access to mineral 
resources along this portion of the proposed aerial BART structure. 


Alternative 2 - Las Positas. Alternative 2 would not be within a State-designated M ineral 
Resource Sector and would have no impact on the availability of such a resource. Also, this 
alternative would not run alenag through active mining operations, and would have no impact 
on access to these activities. 


Alternative 2a - Downtown-Vasco. Alternative 2a would not involve extraction or disposal 
of mineral resources. Also tike Alternatives taand th, Atternative 2a would not encroach inte 
areas_where_mineralsare actively being recovered and would have elevated tracks in the 
vicinity of the Vulcan facilities. As such, Alternative 2a would also have noimpacton the 
availability of or access to, mineral resources. As with Alternatives la and 1b, a section of 
Alternative 2a would be in an aerial structure approximately parallel to the present alignment of 
El Charro Road and would be implemented under the same conditions as described under 


Alternative la. Consequently, there would be no impact related to loss of access to mineral 
resources along this portion of the proposed aerial BART structure. 


Alternative 3 - Portola. Alternative 23 would not be within a State-designated M ineral 
Resource Sector and would have no impact on the availability of such a resource. Also, this 
alternative would not run aterg through active mining operations, and would have no impact on 
access to mining operations. 


Alternative 3a - Railroad. Alternative 3a would not involve extraction or disposal of mineral 
resources. Fhis-alternative would have elevated tracks in the vicinity of the Vulcan facilities 
and_would thus not impede access to the Vulcan facilities during oneration, as described 
previously for Alternative ta. As with Alternatives 1a, 1b, and 2a, a section of Alternative 3a 


would be in an aerial structure approximately parallel to the present alignment of El Charro 
Road and would be implemented under the same conditions as described under Alternative 1a. 


Consequently, there would be no impact related to loss of access to mineral resources along 
this portion of the proposed aerial BART structure. 


The Isabel/Stanley Station associated with Alternative 3a would be constructed on an 
approximately 33-acre site divided by Stanley Boulevard and bounded by quarry lands on the 
west (Resource Sectors A-1 and A-2) and on the south (Resource Sector A-2). If mineral 
resources remained unmined on this site, Fhe construction of the Isabel/Stanley Station would 
eliminate access to underlying aggregate deposits in Resource Sector A-2. When these quarry 
lands were originally designated in 1983, all of Sector A was estimated to contain 383 million 
tons of sand and gravel resources. By the time the Livermore General Plan was updated in 
2004, about 27 percent (104 million tons) of material had been removed. The portion of the 
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proposed Isabel/Stanley Station site south of Stanley Boulevard covers about 3 percent 
(8 million tons) of the remaining resources in Sector A. Because an estimated 271 million tons 
of resources remain in Sector A, plus an additional estimated 176 million tons of reserves in 
nearby Sectors B and C, the loss of access to mineral resources at the proposed Isabel/Stanley 
Station site is considered significant. 


Alternative 4 - Isabel/I-580. Alternative would not be within a State-designated M ineral 
Resource Sector and would have no impact on the availability of such a resource. Also, this 
alternative would not run aterg through active mining operations, and would have no impact on 
access to these activities. 


Alternative 5 - Quarry. Alternative 5 would not involve extraction or disposal of mineral 
resources. This-alternative-would-have-elevated tracks- in the vicinity of the Vulcan Facilities 


Ree la 1b, 2a, and 3a, a section of Alternative 3a ‘ould be in an aerial structure 


approximately parallel to the present alignment of El Charro Road and would be implemented 


under the same conditions as described under Alternative la. Consequently, there would be no 
impact related to loss of access to mineral resources along this portion of the proposed aerial 


BART structure. As with Alternative 3a, Alternative 5 would include the Isabel/Stanley 
Station, which would result in a significant loss of access to mineral resources at the site of the 
station. 


MITIGATION MEASURE. A _ Significant impact to mineral resources would occur with 
Alternatives 3a and 5. The loss would be a direct effect of constructing the |sabel/Stanley 
Station, which would eliminate access to underlying aggregate depositsin Resource Sector A-2. 
It is possible that the portions of the station footprint south-of Stanley Boulevard could be 
excavated and reclaimed prior to implementation of these alternatives, in which case, there 
would be no loss of mineral resources. aBART station at this location As a result, this impact 
would be revisited at the time a project-level environmental document is undertaken, if any 
alternative involving the Isabel/Stanley Station is carried forward. For purposes of this 
Program EIR, the loss of access to mineral resources in Sector A is considered potentially 
significant and unavoidable. (PSU) 


Page 3.7-51, Mitigation M easure GEO-6.1: 


GEO-6.1 Conduct Project-Level Paleontological Resources Investigation. During the 
project-level environmental review, BART shall retain a professional who meets 
the professional qualifications standards for principal paleontologist to conduct a 
project-level study of the preferred alternative and to recommend appropriate 
measures, which will be implemented at the project level. The study shall include: 
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Section 3.8 - Hydrology and Water Quality 


Page 3.8-5, Figure 3.8-2 is revised to show the current alignment of the Arroyo M ocho and the 
following additions to the source list. 


Source: AECOM May 4, 2009; NWI, 2008; Zone 7 Water Agency, 2009; USGS NHD; 
California Resource Agency, 2003; PBS&J, 2008 and 2009. 


Page 3.8-9, after the fourth paragraph: 


In addition, the Chain of Lakes will play an integral role in the implementation of Zone 7's 
2006 Stream Management Master Plan (SMMP). The SMMP is a regional flood-protection 
program that relies in part on using the mined-out gravel pits, deeded to Zone 7 under the 
terms of the Alameda County Specific Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Area 
Reclamation (see page 3.3-23), to detain stormwater. These stormwater detention facilities 
reduce the need for environmentally disruptive creek channelization. A number of these lakes 
have been completed, and others are scheduled to be available for use by Zone 7 over the next 
10 to 20 years. 


Page 3.8-10, first paragraph, first sentence: 


Flood control within the Livermore-A mador Valley area is primarily under the jurisdiction of 
Zone 7 which is responsible for the majority of flood control structures and conveyances in the 
study area, with the City of Livermore, and the City of Pleasanton providing local floodplain 
management and maintenance of unimproved drainage channels and storm drain systems within 


their jurisdictions. 


Page 3.8-14, before the first paragraph: 


The Zone 7 Stream Management Master Plan (SMMP) includes a regional approach to flood 
control and management within the Livermore-A mador Valley area. The SMMP incorporates 


storage of flood flows within the Chain of Lakes area and sediment removal from critical 
reaches of the Arroyo las Positas, Arroyo Mocho, Alamo Canal, and Arroyo de la Laguna. 
With implementation of the SMMP regional storage approach, the floodplain areas along 


Stanley Boulevard, Kitty Hawk Road, and Airway Boulevard would be eliminated by diverting 


and containing floodwaters within the Chain of Lakes Detention System. Detention of peak 


flows from Arroyo las Positas and Arroyo Mocho in the Chain of Lakes and the removal of 
sediment from critical reaches would also substantially reduce the predicted peak flows 


downstream of the Chain of Lakes and would substantially reduce the potential for flooding. 
Overbank flow from the Arroyo Mocho and Arroyo las Positas within the study area would be 
eliminated. ° 


Page 3.8-17, Figure 3.8-5 is revised to show the Amador subbasin. 


> RMC Water and Environment. 2006. Zone 7 Stream Management Master Plan. Prepared for Zone 7 
August, 2006. p 4-11. 
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Page 3.8-23, fifth paragraph: 


Porter-C ologne Water Quality Act (Water C ode Section 13000 et seq.),+hePorter-Cologne 
Water Quality Control A ct was passed in 1969 |t established the SWRCB and divided the State 
caine ae kd aS Fhe SWRCB ek ik cae ga 


isa gle ca era un es NI ee 


en-water-quatity within their regions. The SFBRWQCB has regulatory authority over wetlands 
and waterways under both the federal Clean Water Act (CWA) and the State of California’s 


Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (California Water Code, Division 7). Under the 
CWA, the SFBRWQCB has regulatory authority over actions in waters of the United States, 


through the issuance of water quality certifications (certifications) under Section 401 of the 
CWA, which are issued in combination with permits issued by the Army Corps of Engineers 
(ACOE) under Section 404 of the CWA. When the SFBRWQCB issues Section 401 
certifications, it simultaneously issues general Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) for the 
project under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. Activities in areas that are 


outside the jurisdiction of the ACOE (e.g., isolated wetlands, vernal pools, or stream banks 
above the ordinary high water mark) are regulated by the SFBRWQCB under the authority of 


the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. Activities that lie outside ACOE jurisdiction 


may require the issuance of either individual or general WDRs from the SFBRWQCB. 


Under the authority of the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act, the SFBRWQCB has developed 


and implements the San Francisco Bay Basin Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan), which 
defines the Beneficial Uses of waters of the State within the San Francisco Bay Region. Many 
of the water bodies that may be impacted by the BART extension are tributaries to either 
Arroyo Las Positas or Arroyo Mocho, which have been assigned the following existing and 


potential Beneficial Uses in the Basin Plan: groundwater recharge, cold freshwater habitat, 
warm freshwater habitat, fish migration, fish spawning, wildlife habitat, contact water 


recreation, and non-contact water recreation. Since the Beneficial Uses of any specifically 
identified water body generally apply to all its tributaries, the beneficial use of wildlife habitat 
applies to the tributaries of Arroyo las Positas and Arroyo Mocho. Any permit action taken by 
the SFBRWQCB must be consistent with maintaining Beneficial Uses of waters of the State. 
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Page 3.8-25, last paragraph: 


Page 3.8-25, last paragraph: 


Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit (MRP). Municipal stormwater runoff from the 
Alameda, Contra Costa, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Fairfield-Suisun, and Vallejo Permittees’ 
areas are subject to the NPDES municipal stormwater program under the regional NPDES 
Permit No. CAS612008, Order No. Order R2-2009-0074. One of the primary objectives of 
the regulations for pollutant dischargers is the reduction of pollutants in urban stormwater 


through the use of best management practices (BMPs). The study area is located within the 
Alameda Permittees’ jurisdiction. 


The MRP requires Regulated Projects, as defined in the MRP (Provision C.3.b.), to implement 
Low Impact Development (LID) source control BMPs, site design BMPs, and stormwater 
treatment BM Ps, onsite or at a joint stormwater treatment facility, unless the Provision C.3.e 
alternate compliance applies. The project would be a Regulated Project because it would create 
or replace 10,000 square feet or more of impervious surfaces. Regulated Projects must provide 


permanent/post-construction treatment controls for stormwater according to _ specific 
calculations (Provision C.3.d.). 


For projects where increased flow and/or volume is likely to cause increased erosion of creek 
beds and banks, silt pollutant generation, or other impacts to beneficial uses, NPDES permit 
Provision C.3.g requires additional stormwater management controls for compliance with the 
Hydromodification Management Standard (HM Standard); Stormwater discharges from HM 
Projects shall not cause an increase in the erosion potential of the receiving stream over the 


pre-project (existing) conditions. A Hydromodification Management Project (HM Project) is a 
Regulated Project that creates and/or replaces one acre or more of impervious surface and is 


not specifically excluded in the MRP. The study area is located within an area subject to the 
HM_ Standard and would be a Regulated Project. Therefore, the project would be an HM 


Project. 
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Page 3.8-27, first paragraph, after the second bullet: 


e Easements and/or aerial easements may be required within the Zone 7 right-of-way 


Page 3.8-28, second paragraph: 


For this analysis, surface waters include improved flood control or drainage channels, canals, 


intermittent/ephemeral river and stream channels as+dentified-on-USGS tonegraphic maps—or 


GIS-datasets; permanent river and stream channels; impoundments such as ponds, lakes, and 
reservoirs; and wetlands. Sources of data used to identify surface water features include USGS 
topographic maps or GIS datasets, National Wetlands Inventory (NWI), Zone 7 GIS datasets, 
and PBS&J reconnaissance-level surveys. Groundwater includes the Livermore Valley 
Groundwater Basin. 


Page 3.8-39, last paragraph, second sentence: 


Although the HM Standard, as described in the MRP and Hydromodification Management Plan 
(HMP) prepared by the Alameda County Clean Water Program,® would require that flows are 
maintained for low and moderate storm events (10 percent of the 2-year storm event up to the 
10-year storm event) for discharges te-mest-ereekswithin from the study area, there is no 
standard for discharges to the local storm drain system and-for storm events above the 10-year 
storm event. 


Page 3.8-42, sixth paragraph: 


HY-1.1 Engineer Storm Drain System to Accommodate Design Flows. BART shall prepare a 
Hydraulic and Hydrology Study for the entire project to determine runoff rates and 
durations for the existing and proposed drainage system discharging into any local 
drainage system or natural drainage feature. To ensure appropriate study criteria, 
BART shall consult with Zone 7, Caltrans, the cities of Livermore and Pleasanton, 
and Alameda County Clean Water Program (ACCWP) prior to preparation of the 
Hydraulic and Hydrology Study. BART shall submit the Hydraulic and Hydrology 
Study to Caltrans, the cities of Livermore and Pleasanton, Zone 7, SFBRWQCB and 
ACCWP for review. The jurisdictional agencies’ engineering staff shall review the 
project drainage design. BART shall evaluate the comments and any proposed 
revisions for potential incorporation into the project design, as appropriate. 


Page 3.8-44, first paragraph, first sentence: 


Compliance with the Construction General Permit, the MRP Municipal NPDES Permit, and 
the associated Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program require implementation of 
permanent erosion and sediment controls. 


6 Alameda County Public Works Agency. Alameda County Clean Water Program. Hydrograph M odification 
Management Plan. M ay 15, 2005. 
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Page 3.8-44, first paragraph, fourth sentence: 


Key provisions of this Hydrograph Modification Plan have been included in the MRP 
Municipal NPDES Permit (Order No. R2-2007-0025 R2- 2008 0074, NPDES Permit No. 
CAS612008 P 


Page 3.8-44, second paragraph, first sentence: 


Work within creeks, as required for implementation of new or expanded creek crossings, 
would require compliance with an individual WDR (‘Waters of the State’) or a CWA 404 
Permit; and CWA Section 401 Water Quality Certification (‘Waters of the U.S.’), and a 
Streambed A Iteration A greement. 


Page 3.8-45, first paragraph, third and fourth sentences: 


However, compliance with existing regulations and requirements (Construction General 
Permit, MRP Municipal NPDES Permit Caltrans oversight, City and County Codes and 
Ordinances for watercourse protection and grading and erosion) and BART Facility Standards 
would result in disturbed areas being revegetated or otherwise permanently protected from 
erosion. Fill slopes would be constructed to ensure stability and be protected from erosion 
following construction activities. Implementation of water quality BMPs, as required by the 
MRP Municipal WRDES Permit, would also reduce the potential for offsite erosion and off-site 
transport of sediment by implementation of erosion and sediment controls. 


Page 3.8-46, second paragraph, first sentence: 


Implementation of stormwater quality BMPs, as required by the MRP Municipal Stormwater 
NPDES Permit and Industrial General Permit, would substantially reduce the amount of 
pollutants in stormwater runoff from the BART extension alternatives. 


Page 3.8-50, last paragraph, first sentence: 


The BART extension alternatives would be subject to waste discharge requirements including 
the MRP Municipal Stormwater NPDES Permit, Industrial General Permit, and potentially an 
individual WDR or the Treated Groundwater Dewatering General WDR, which may be 
required for permanent groundwater dewatering activities, and the Master Water Recycling 
Permit (RWQCB Order No. 93-159) and associated Salt Management Plan, if recycled water is 
used. 


Page 3.8-52, third paragraph, fourth sentence: 


i Oe Fee es eee ae es 


encroachment permit, 
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Page 3.8-52, fourth paragraph: 


The Alameda Permittees must comply with the SEBRWQCB has identified the A CCW P asin 
complance with the MRP Municipal Stormwater NPDES Permit and show compliance through 

a monitoring and reporting program. andthe-permi The MRP requirements are-considered 
have been prepared to be protective of water quality. Continued monitoring by the ACCWP 
and SFBRWQCB, in addition to the CWA Section 305(b) process for assessing water quality 
impairment, would ensure that TMDLs are effective or modified, as appropriate, and future 
impairments are identified and minimized. Therefore, through compliance with the 
Construction General Permit, Industrial General Permit, and MRP Municipal Stormwater 
NPDES Permit, the BART extension alternatives would not violate surface water quality 
standards. 


Page 3.8-53, fourth paragraph, first sentence: 


As mentioned above, BART would comply with requirements of the Construction General 


Permit, MRP Municipal Stormwater NPDES Permit Industrial General Permit, and potentially 


an individual WDR, if required for construction dewatering. 


Page 3.8-56, the first paragraph: 


The Zone 7 manages stormwater conveyances and flood channels within the region and 
requires that activities within these channels, including—discharges_of stormwater, obtain an 


encroachment permit. Construction within the Zone 7 right-of-way would require Zone 7 
approval and may require an easement. 


Page 3.8-58, first paragraph, first sentence: 


Cumulative projects within Alameda County are subject to requirements of the ACCWP and 
associated MRP Municipal NPDES Permit, Hydromodification Management Plan (HM P), and 
SWMP; Statewide Industrial General Permit, and Treated Groundwater Dewatering General 
WDR, if substantial treated groundwater dewatering (more than 10,000 gallons per day) is 
required for structures 


Page 3.8-58, second paragraph: 


In accordance with the ACCWP and Provision C.3 of the MRP Municipal NPDES Permits, all 
new and re-development that replaces or creates 10,000 square feet of impervious surface 
would be required to also implement post-construction stormwater quality BM Ps to minimize 
the potential for pollutants in stormwater runoff and degradation of receiving water quality. 
The WQMP identifies appropriate structural and non-structural BMPs, design criteria, and 
performance goals. The Alameda County HMP incorporates the HM Standard, which requires 
implementation of hydromodification management controls to reduce stormwater runoff to pre- 
existing conditions levels for up to and including the 10- year storm event, where applicable, in 


accordance with the MRP Municipal NPDES Permit. 
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Section 3.9 - Biological Resources 


Page 3.9-1, second paragraph, after the thirteenth bullet: 


e U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants: Revised 


Designation of Critical Habitat for California Red-Legged Frog; Final Rule’ 


Page 3.9-7, Figure 3.9-2C is revised to reflect development in the Greenville East Station area to urban 


areas. 


Page 3.9-15, Figure 3.9-3 is revised to show the updated California red-legged frog critical habitat. 


Page 3.9-21: 
Critical Habitats 
Vernal pool fairy n/a Fed: critical habitat n/a Present: Alternative 1, 1a and 1b would impact 
shrimp critical habitat CA: none critical habitat in the vicinity of the Greenville 
Other: none Yard. The proposed Greenville East Station 
would be located outside of the designated critical 
habitat. 
California red-legged n/a Fed: critical habitat n/a Present: Alternative 1, 1a and 1b would impact 
frog critical habitat CA: none critical habitat in the vicinity of the Greenville 
Other: none Yard. The proposed Greenville East Station 
would be located outside of the designated critical 
habitat. 


Page 3.9-23, first paragraph, fifth sentence: 


7 


.. likely to occur based on the plant communities (i.e, habitat types) within the study area. 
Species with a moderate or higher likelihood of occurrence are included in Table 3.9-1. Based 
on the database queries and the site surveys, 23 sensitive or special-status species could have a 
moderate or higher likelihood of occurrence in the study area. These include three 
invertebrates, one fish, one reptile, two amphibians, six birds, one mammal, and nine plant 
species. No rare natural communities occur within the study area. USFWS-designated critical 
habitat for California tiger salamander and California red-legged frog is located approximately 
0.6 miles north of the Airway Boulevard interchange. Given that this habitat is located well 
outside of the study area and would not be affected by the BART extension alternatives, it is 
not discussed further. USFWS-designated critical habitat for vernal pool fairy shrimp is 
located north of the intersection of Laughlin and Northfront roads. Figure 3.9-3 shows 
recorded CNDDB occurrences within a five-mile radius of the study area. 


U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Federal Register Final Rule; Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and 
Plants: Revised Designation of Critical Habitat for California Red-Legged Frog. Federal Register 50(17): 


12816 -12959. 2010 
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Page 3.9-26, fourth paragraph: 


California tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense). The California tiger salamander 
(CTS) is federally listed as threatened and is also a California candidate species. On March 3, 
2010, the California Fish and Game Commission (Commission)confirmed that listing of the 
California tiger salamander pursuant to the California Endangered Species Act was warranted. 
The Commission was under court order to accept the listing petition, which it did declaring 
CTS a candidate species in 2009. Technically, the CTS is not a listed species until the 
Commission adopts the final rule. Until then, it remains protected as a candidate species, 
meaning that take of CTS is prohibited under CESA without authorization from the California 
Department of Fish and Game. The need for a CDFG approval remains even if an action has 
received an incidental take statement from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service under the federal 


Endangered Species A ct. 


The CTS is most commonly found in annual grassland habitat, but also occurs in grassy 
understory of open valley-foothill hardwood habitats. The species occurs from near Petaluma, 
Sonoma County, east through the Central Valley to Y olo and Sacramento counties and south to 
Tulare County, and from the vicinity of San Francisco Bay south at least to Santa Barbara 
County. Adults spend most of the year in subterranean refugia, especially burrows of 
California ground squirrels, and occasionally man-made structures. The primary cause of 
decline of CTS populations is the loss and fragmentation of habitat from human activities and 
the introduction of nonnative predators. All of the estimated seven genetic populations of this 
species have been significantly reduced because of urban and agricultural development, land 
conversion, and other human-caused factors. There are known CNDDB occurrences for this 
species within three miles of the BART extension alternatives. USFWS protocol requires that 
known CTS locations be evaluated within three miles of a project. Potentially suitable habitat 
is located north of 1-580 and in the eastern part of Livermore valley; thus, CTS could occur in 
the vicinity of alternatives 1, la, 1b, 2, 2a, 3a, and 5. 


Page 3.9-27, second paragraph: 


California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii). The California red-legged frog (CRLF) is 
federally listed as threatened and is a California Species of Special Concern . This large, 
brown to reddish-brown frog historically occurred over much of the state from the Sierra 
Nevada foothills to the coast and from Mendocino County to the Mexican border. CRLF 
typically inhabit ponds, slow-moving creeks, and streams with deep pools that are lined with 
dense emergent marsh or shrubby riparian vegetation. Submerged root masses and undercut 
banks are important habitat features for this species. However, this species is capable of 
inhabiting a wide variety of perennial aquatic habitats as long as there is sufficient cover and 
bullfrogs or non-native predatory fish are not present. CRLF is known to survive in 
intermittent streams, although only if deep pools with vegetative cover persist through the dry 
season. Factors that have contributed to the decline of CRLF include destruction of riparian 
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CNDDB Occurences 

1. Alameda whipsnake 

2. American badger 

3. American peregrine falcon 
4. California horned lark 

5. California linderiella 

6. California red-legged frog 
7. California tiger salamander 
8. Congdon's tarplant 

9. Hospital Canyon larkspur 
ry 10. Livermore tarplant 

11. Mt. Diablo buckwheat 

12. San Joaquin kit fox 

13. San Joaquin spearscale 

14. San Joaquin whipsnake 

15. Sycamore Alluvial Woodland 
16. Townsend's big-eared bat 
17. Valley Sink Scrub 

18. Yuma myotis 


19. Alkali milk-vetch 
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24 
25. 
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27 
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32. 
33. 
34. 
35. 
36. 
37. 


. Bent-flowered fiddleneck 

. Big-scale balsamroot 

. Brittlescale 

. Burrowing owl 

. Caper-fruited tropidocarpum 

. Curved-foot hygrotus diving beetle 
. Diamond-petaled California poppy 
. Ferruginous hawk 

. Golden eagle 

. Hairless popcorn-flower 

. Heartscale 

. Hispid bird's-beak 

. Hoary bat 

. Longhorn fairy shrimp 

. Northern harrier 

. Pallid bat 

. Palmate-bracted bird's-beak 


. Prairie falcon 


38. Round-leaved filaree 
39. Saline clover 


40. Southwestern pond turtle 


. Stinkbells 


42. Tricolored blackbird 


. Vernal pool fairy shrimp 


. Western pond turtle 
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Regional Park ' 
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45. Western spadefoot 


46. White-tailed kite 


Note: 

The nearest Swainson’s hawk nest 

to the BART extension alternatives 

is located approximately 9.5-miles to 
the east. Figure 3.9-4 shows the 
location of recorded Swainson’s hawk 
nests in reference to the project. 
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habitat from development, agriculture, flood control practices, or the introduction of exotic 
predators such as bullfrogs, crayfish, and a variety of non-native fishes. In March 17, 2010 
the USEWS published the revised a_designated critical habitat for me CRLF. is located 
ioratadsvall eee ees iipacts on CALE caiieat habitat ie-nk discussed further in 
this decument There are known CNDDB occurrences for this species within one mile of the 
footprints for the BART extension alternatives. USFWS protocol requires that occurrences be 
evaluated within one mile of a project. Potential habitat for CRLF is located north of 1-580 
and in the eastern part of Livermore valley, thus CRLF could occur within the footprints of all 
of the alternatives. Additionally, it is possible that high flow events could bring frogs 
downstream from upstream habitat into all of the arroyos and creeks along the study area. 


Page 3.9-34, second paragraph: 
Critical Habitat 


In 2005, the USFWS published the Recovery Plan for Vernal Pool Ecosystems of California 
and Southern Oregon. Recovery plans are developed and implemented for species of animals 
and plants listed as endangered or threatened unless such plans would not promote the 
conservation of the species. In this report, the USFWS identified vernal pool habitats within 
both states as important to the recovery of vernal pool species. The Livermore Vernal Pool 
Region, which straddles Alameda, Contra Costa and Santa Clara counties, was identified in this 
report. The Altamont Hills core area is part of the Livermore Vernal Pool Region. On 
February 10, 2006, the USFWS designated critical habitat for four vernal pool crustaceans and 
eleven vernal pool plants. Critical Habitat Unit 19C was designated for vernal pool fairy 
shrimp within the Altamont Hills core area (see Figure 3.9-3). The proposed Greenville Y ard 
site is located within the southeastern most part of Unit 19C. This area is located north of the 
intersection of Laughlin and Northfront roads. 


On March 17, 2010, the USFWS published the revised designation of critical habitat for the 
California red-legged frog. In total, the USFWS designated 1,636,609 acres of critical habitat 


in 27 California counties. Two of the revised critical habitat units occur within the study area, 
Unit CCS-2B and Unit ALA-2. Unit CCS-2B includes 44,470 acres and falls within eastern 


Contra Costa County and northeastern Alameda County north of 1-580. Unit ALA-2 includes 


153,624 acres and is located in southwestern Alameda County, south of 1-580 at Altamont Pass 


southeast into San J oaquin County and southwest into Santa Clara County near Arroyo Hondo 


and Calaveras Reservoir. Figure 3.9-3 of the DPEIR (see page 3.9-15) illustrates California 
red-legged frog critical habitat. The Greenville Yard site and_tailtracks footprints for 
alternatives 1, la and 1b would be located within the southeastern most part of Unit CCS-2B. 
The area is located northeast of the intersection of Laughlin and Northfront roads. Critical 


Habitat Unit ALA-2 is located approximately 0.25 miles east and uphill of the proposed 
Greenville Station and it is separated from the proposed Greenville Station by the South Bay 


A queduct. 
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Page 3.9-34, fourth paragraph: 
Wildlife C orridors 


Wildlife corridors link together areas of suitable wildlife habitat that are otherwise separated by 
rugged terrain, changes in vegetation, or human disturbance. The fragmentation of open space 
areas by urbanization creates isolated “islands” of wildlife habitat. Thestudy area is not part 
of a_majorortocal wildlife corridor/travel route because it does not connect two significant 


significant habitat areas. Fragmentation can also occur when a portion of one or more habitats 


is converted into another habitat, such as when woodland or scrub habitat is altered or 


converted into grasslands after a disturbance such as fire, mudslide, or grading activities. In the 
absence of habitat linkages that allow movement to adjoining open space areas, various studies 


have concluded that some wildlife species, especially the larger and more mobile mammals, 
would not likely persist over time in fragmented or isolated habitat areas because they prohibit 
the infusion of new individuals and genetic information.*’°"" Wildlife corridors mitigate the 
effects of this fragmentation by (1) allowing animals to move between remaining habitats, 
thereby permitting depleted populations to be replenished and promoting genetic exchange; (2) 
providing escape routes from fire, predators, and human disturbances, thus reducing the risk of 
catastrophic events (such as fire or disease) on population or local species extinction; and (3) 


serving as travel routes for individual animals as they move within their home ranges in search 
of food, water, mates, and other needs. #14 


Wildlife movement activities usually fall into one of three movement categories: (1) dispersal 
(e.g., juvenile animals from natal areas, or individuals extending range distributions); 


(2) seasonal migration; and (3) local movements related to home range activities (foraging for 
food or water, defending territories, searching for mates, breeding areas, or cover). A number 
of terms have been used in various wildlife movement studies, such as "wildlife corridor, " 


8__California Wilderness Coalition, Missing inkages:_Restoring Connectivity to the Californie t andscape, 
November 2000- 
9 MacArthur Robert H and Edward O. Wilson. The Theory of Island Biography. Princeton, NJ.: Princeton 


University Press. 1967. 
° Soule, M.E. 1987 Where Do We Go From Here? In M. Soule (ed) Viable Populations for Conservation. 


Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press: 175-183. 

‘Harris, L.D. and P.B. Gallagher. 1989. New Initiatives for Wildlife Conservation: the Need for Movement 
Corridors. Pages 11-34 in G. Mackintosh ed. Preserving Communities and Corridors. Defenders of 
Wildlife., Washington, D.C. 96pp. 


? Bennett, A.F. 1990. Habitat Corridors and the Conservation of Small Mammals in a Fragmented Forest 
Environment. Landscape Ecol. 4:109-122. 

Noss, R.F. 1983. A Regional Landscape A pproach to M aintain Diversity. Bio Science 33: 700-706. 

* _Simberloff, D. and J. Cox. 1987. Consequences and Costs of Conservation Corridors. Conserv. Biol. 
1:63-71. 

> Harris, L.D. and P.B. Gallagher. 1989. New Initiatives for Wildlife Conservation: the Need for Movement 
Corridors. Pages 11-34 in G. Mackintosh ed. Preserving Communities and Corridors. Defenders of 
Wildlife., Washington, D.C. 96pp. 
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"travel route," "habitat linkage," and "wildlife crossing," to refer to areas in which wildlife 
move from one area to another. To clarify the meaning of these terms and facilitate the 


discussion of wildlife movement in this analysis, these terms are defined as follows: 


Travel route—A landscape feature (such as a ridgeline, drainage, canyon, or riparian strip) 
within a larger natural habitat area that is used frequently by animals to facilitate movement 
and provide access to necessary resources (e.g., water, food, cover, den sites). The travel 


route is generally preferred because it provides the least amount of topographic resistance in 


moving from one area to another. It contains adequate food, water, and/or cover while moving 
between habitat areas and provides a relatively direct link between target habitat areas. 


Wildlife corridor—A piece of habitat, usually linear in nature, that connects two or more 
habitat patches that would otherwise be fragmented or isolated from one another. Wildlife 


corridors are usually bounded by urban land areas or other areas unsuitable for wildlife. The 
corridor generally contains suitable cover, food, and/or water to support species and facilitate 
movement while in the corridor. Larger, landscape-level corridors (often referred to as "habitat 
or landscape linkages") can provide both transitory and resident habitat for a variety of species. 


Wildlife crossing—A small, narrow area, relatively short in length and generally constricted in 


nature, that allows wildlife to pass under or through an obstacle or barrier that otherwise 
hinders or prevents movement. Crossings typically are manmade and include culverts, 


underpasses, drainage pipes, and tunnels to provide access across or under roads, highways, 
pipelines, or other physical obstacles. These often represent "choke points" along a movement 
corridor. 


Within a large open space area in which there are few or no manmade or naturally occurring 


physical constraints to wildlife movement, wildlife movements may not be funneled into 
corridors, as defined above. Given an open space area that is both large enough to maintain 
viable populations of species and provide a variety of travel routes (canyons, ridgelines, trails, 
riverbeds, and others), wildlife would use these "local" routes while searching for food, water, 
shelter, and mates, and would not need to cross into other large open space areas. Based on 
their size, location, vegetative composition, and availability of food, some of these movement 
areas (e.g., large drainages and canyons) are used for longer lengths of time and serve as 
source areas for food, water, and cover, particularly for small- and medium-size animals. This 
is especially true if the travel route is within a larger open space area. However, once open 
Space areas become constrained and/or fragmented as a result of urban development or 


construction of physical obstacles, such as roads and highways, the remaining landscape 
features or travel routes that connect the larger open space areas can become corridors as long 


as they provide adequate space, cover, food, and water, and do not contain obstacles or 
distractions (e.g., manmade noise, lighting) that would generally hinder wildlife movement. 
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The California Wilderness Coalition report “Missing Linkages: Restoring Connectivity to the 


California Landscape,” '° refers to the Altamont Hills area as a connectivity choke-point based 
on the fact that the two grassland habitat areas north and south of |-580 are divided by the 
freeway. The Altamont Hills were identified as a connectivity choke-point for movements of 
San Joaquin kit fox, golden eagle, burrowing owl, California condor, and California tiger 
salamander. _Numerous barriers were mentioned for the Altamont Hills linkage: 1-580, 


Altamont Hills wind turbine development, development and expansion of Los Vaqueros 
Reservoir, the California Aqueduct, and loss of habitat from development in Brentwood, 
Antioch, Tracy Hills, and South Schulte. M aintaining adequate habitat cover at the Greenville 


Road crossing was named as a restoration priority. The “Greenville Road crossing” referred 


to in the Missing Linkages report represents the crossing west of the ACE railroad lines. The 
crossing is located 0.2 miles east of the Greenville Road underpass. This crossing is 
approximately 300 feet wide and it was where the old Southern Pacific Railroad would start its 
ascent up the Altamont Hills. In summary, the Missing Linkages report focuses on the 
Altamont Hills since that is the area where suitable habitat would be present. Asa result, the 
urban areas of Dublin, Livermore, and Pleasanton are not included in this linkage since the 


urban nature precludes the presence of habitat and of some of the species identified in the 
Altamont Hills linkage. 


The area north of 1-580 at the junction of Greenville Road is mostly undeveloped; however, in 
the northeast quadrant of this interchange there is an off-road/motocross park, and two small 


model airplane landing strips within the BART property, a cell phone radio tower and small 
building, and Altamont Pass Road. The rest of the surrounding area is undeveloped. The area 


south of 1-580 and west of Greenville Road is a semi-industrial area consisting of 
office/industrial park, hotels, and a Chevron gas station. The area east of Greenville Road 
contains a sheep corral; a small vineyard; industrial uses, such as construction equipment and 
material storage; and the ACE railroad tracks. The area under the I-580 overpass is fenced 
with a chain-link fence, surrounding the construction materials and equipment; this storage area 
extends into the underpass. The ACE railroad tracks to the east are also fenced creating a 
barrier between the tracks and the properties to the west of the tracks. The only area that is not 
blocked by chain link fencing is the area east of the ACE railroad tracks, which are fenced by 
barb wire. Additionally, a small vineyard is located just south of this overpass, and the eastern 
border of this vineyard is also fenced. As a result, the only area under the freeway that is 


available for any type of wildlife movement would be the ACE railroad tracks and the dirt road 
on the east side of the ACE railroad tracks, which are regularly disturbed by passing ACE 


trains. The travel route is thus not expected to be highly used because of limited access and the 
developed nature of the area south of I-580. Nevertheless, if a BART extension alternative, 
including the Greenville Station East were selected for further design and environmental 
review, the conditions at the Greenville Road crossing should be examined at that time. 


6 California Wilderness Coalition, Missing Linkages: Restoring Connectivity to the California Landscape, 
November 2000. 
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Other areas within the study area that could serve as wildlife crossings include the creeks that 
cross 1-580. The extension alternatives that would cross these creeks, including Arroyo las 


Positas, would utilize free span bridges and are not expected to alter the configuration of the 
box culverts within these crossings. Furthermore, the animals that currently use these areas 
are already habituated to the lighting, noise, and vibration from 1-580 traffic. The proposed 
Isabel/I-580 Station would result in the fill (culverting) of Arroyo las Positas. However, 


Arroyo las Positas does not connect two significant habitat areas. North of 1-580, there is 
suitable habitat for species that could use the arroyo as a wildlife crossing, but south of the 
freeway, the arroyo meanders through unsuitable habitat consisting of a small active 
agricultural area, an industrial/office complex, the Livermore M unicipal Airport, and the Las 
Positas Golf Course and eventually drains into Arroyo Mocho which continues to drain to the 
urban area of Pleasanton. 


The California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) and California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) recently released data from the “California Essential Habitat 
Connectivity Project: A Strategy for Conserving a Connected California,” which identifies 
large remaining blocks of intact habitat or natural landscape and models linkages between them 


that need to be maintained, particularly as corridors for wildlife. The information is intended 
to serve as “an initial analysis of connectivity for California and a map upon which future 


analyses can be built.” As such, the connectivity maps are useful at the program-level of 
analysis to determine if alternatives may affect wildlife movement. As shown in Figure 3.9-5, 
there are patches of open space that represent intact habitat and areas of connectivity in the 
BART to Livermore Extension study area (these areas typically correlate with parks and golf 


courses in the area); however, none of the alternative alignments would cross these 
connectivity areas and, thus, would not be expected to detract from major wildlife migration 


routes. 


In summary, based on current conditions, the underpass east of Greenville Road is not serving 
as a major or local wildlife corridor since the functions of the crossing have been rendered 


unusable by current land uses. The creek culverts beneath I-580 could serve as wildlife 
crossings, but the BART to Livermore alternatives that would cross these creeks are not 
expected to alter those box culverts or affect the wildlife crossings. Therefore, the BART 
extension alternatives would not affect the wildlife crossings in the Study Area and are not 
discussed further. 


Page 3.9-34, Figure 3.9-5 is inserted as a new figure showing the essential habitat connectivity areas in 
the study area. 
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Page 3.9-40, first paragraph, fourth sentence: 


Historically, California relied on its authority under Section 401 of the CWA to regulate 
discharges of dredge or fill material to California waters. That section requires an applicant to 
obtain “water quality certification” from the SWRCB through its RWQCBs to ensure 
compliance with state water quality standards before certain federal licenses or permits may be 
issued. The permits subject to Section 401 include permits for discharge of dredge or fill 
materials (CWA Section 404 permits) issued by the USACE. Waste discharge requirements 
under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act were historically typicaly waived for 
projects that required certification; however, the San Francisco Bay RWQCB no longer issues 
waivers of Water Discharge Requirements or WDRs, and all certifications are now issued in 
combination with SWRCB Order No. 2003 - 0017 - DWQ, General Waste Discharge 
Requirements for Dredge and Fill Discharges That Have Received State Water Quality 
Certification. 


Page 3.9-42, after the last paragraph: 


East Alameda County Conservation Strategy and Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area 
Conservation Plan. Although several plans are currently being developed in Alameda County, 
only two conservation plans would occur within the BART to Livermore Extension study area; 


the East Alameda County Conservation Strategy and the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area 


Conservation Plan (an HCP and a natural community conservation plan [NCCP]). The East 
Alameda County Conservation Strategy (Conservation Strategy) is not a habitat conservation 
plan, but rather, as the name implies, a regional conservation strategy that is intended to 
provide an effective framework to protect, enhance, and restore natural resources in eastern 


Alameda County, while improving and streamlining the environmental permitting process for 


impacts resulting from infrastructure and development projects. The Conservation Strategy 


will focus on impacts on biological resources such as endangered and other special-status 
species as well as sensitive habitat types (e.g., wetlands, riparian corridors, rare upland 


communities). The study area for the Conservation Strategy encompasses 271,485 acres, or 
approximately 52% of Alameda County. The study area completely includes the cities of 
Dublin, Livermore, and Pleasanton and thus the BART to Livermore Extension area as well. 
The Conservation Strategy is still in the draft phases. The Altamont Pass Wind Resources Area 


(APWRA) Conservation Plan (Plan) is being developed to minimize impacts to birds caused by 


wind turbine operations, and conserve birds and other terrestrial species while allowing wind 
energy development and operations in the APWRA. The Plan is a joint Natural Community 


Conservation Plan (NCCP) and Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) under state and federal laws, 
respectively. The Plan focuses on conserving the natural communities and sensitive species 
affected by the impacts of operation, maintenance and construction of wind turbines. It is a 
comprehensive, long-term, and ecosystem-based plan. When completed, the Plan will outline 
how wind energy projects within APWRA can occur while reducing impacts to specific species 
and their habitats. The Plan's conservation strategy will specify how the impacts to these 
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covered species will be mitigated and also how covered and select non-covered species will be 
conserved and managed. The Plan will result in the issuance of permits under the California 


Natural Community Conservation Plan Act (NCCP Act) and the federal Endangered Species 
Act (ESA). These permits will authorize the incidental take of certain covered species. Permits 
are only issued after completion and approval of the Plan and associated EIR/EIS. The 
planning area is located in eastern Alameda and Contra Costa Counties. It encompasses 
185,000 acres (289 square miles), of which 115,239 acres are in Alameda County and 69,761 
are in Contra Costa County. Although draft documents are not available for public review, the 
APWRA website contains a map depicting the planning area.’’ The current study area for the 


APWRA HCP/NCCP includes portions of the Greenville Y ard and may impose restrictions on 
future development when the HCP/NCCP is adopted. 


The APWRA HCP/NCCP is most likely intended to provide an effective framework to protect 
natural resources in the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area, while improving the and 
streamlining the environmental permitting process for impacts on endangered species. The East 
Alameda County Conservation Strategy primary purpose is to provide a baseline inventory of 
biological resources and conservation priorities that will be utilized by local agencies and 


regulatory agencies during project-level planning and environmental permitting. To this end, 
the Conservation Strategy describes how to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts on selected 


special-status species and sensitive habitats. By implementing the Conservation Strategy, local 
agencies can more easily address the legal requirements relevant to these species. Projects and 
activities that will benefit from this Conservation Strategy include urban and suburban growth 
and a variety of road, water, and other needed infrastructure construction and maintenance 
activities."* Because both of these planning documents would help in the protection of habitat, 
and would describe how to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts on selected special-status 
species and sensitive habitats, it is most likely that the selected BART Extension alternative 


would benefit from these strategies once they have been developed. 


Pages 3.9-46 to 3.9-48, Table 3.9-5 is revised as follows: 


7 Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area Conservation Plan. Planning Area Map. Available online at 


http://www. apwraconservationplan. org/documents/planning-area. pdf A ccessed on M arch 26, 2010. 

East Alameda County Conservation Strategy. East Alameda County Conservation Strategy Document 
(Working Draft). Available online at http://ww.eastalco-conservation.org/documents/031809-ch1- 
introduction.doc Accessed on M arch 26, 2010. 
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Table 3.9-5 


Comparative Biological Resources Impacts of BART Extension Alternatives 


Alternative 


Wetlands, Waters of 
the U.S., Waters of 
the State 


Swainson’s Hawk 
Foraging Habitat 


Special-status Plants 
and Habitat 


Special-status 
Amphibians and 
Reptiles, and Habitat 


Special-status Vernal 
Pool Invertebrates 
and Vernal Pool 
Fairy Shrimp 
Critical H abitat 


California C entral 
Coast Steelhead 


Trees, Heritage Trees 
and Tree Preservation 


1- 


la - 


Greenville East 


Downtown 
Greenville East 
viaUPRR 


This alternative has the 
potential to impact the 
greatest number of 
watercourses and wetland 
habitat. Nine 
watercourses and 
approximately 24 acres of 
potential wetlands are 
located within a 1,000- 
foot buffer centered on 
the alignment. W etland 
areas could be present 
within grassland habitat 
north of 1-580, the 
proposed Isabel/|-580 and 
Greenville-E ast station 
footprints, and Greenville 
Yard. The Isabel/l-580 
Station footprint is within 
an unnamed tributary to 
Arroyo las Positas and 
Arroyo las Positas. The 
Greenville Y ard footprint 
is within Altamont Creek. 


This alternative also has 
the potential to impact a 
moderate amount of 
wetland habitat and 
watercourses. Seven 
watercourses and 
approximately 20 acres of 
potential wetlands are 
located within a 1,000- 
foot buffer centered on 
the alignment. Potential 
wetland habitat is present 
along El Charro Road and 
the UPRR, and within the 
Greenville East Station 


Due to the amount of 
undeveloped land that this 
alternative could impact, 
including land north of 
1-580, the Isabel/I-580 
Station, and the 
Greenville Y ard and 
Station, this alternative 
has the greatest potential 
to impact habitat for 
special-status plants. 
Approximately 800 acres 
of potential habitat lies 
within a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alignment. 


Approximately 276 acres 
of potential Swainson’s 
hawk foraging habitat 
would be impacted. This 
habitat is located within 
the Greenville Station and 
Greenville Y ard areas of 
the alternative. 


Similar to Alternative 1, 
this alternative would 
result in the development 
of a large amount of 
currently undeveloped 
land, largely associated 
with the Greenville Y ard 
and Station. 
Approximately 555 acres 
of potential special-status 
plant habitat occurs within 
a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alignment. 


The impact from this 
alternative is the same as 
Alternative 1. 


This alternative has the 
potential to impact the 
greatest amount of 
potential CTS aquatic 
habitat. Approximately 
12.5 acres of potential 
aquatic CTS habitat is 
located with a 1,000-foot 
buffer centered on the 
alignment, located north 
of 1-580 between 
Livermore A venue and 
the Las Colinas Road 
overcrossing, and at the 
Greenville Y ard. 


This impact has the 
potential to impact a 
moderate amount of 
potential habitat for 
CRLF and WPT; 
approximately 31 acres of 
potential habitat for both 
species is present in the 
watercourses this 
alternative would cross. 


This alternative has the 
potential to impact a 
moderate amount of 
potential CTS aquatic 
habitat. Approximately 
5.5 acres of potential 
aquatic CTS habitat is 
located within a 1,000-foot 
buffer centered on the 
alignment, primarily 
located within the 
Greenville Y ard. 


A moderate amount of 
CRLF habitat could be 
impacted under this 


This alternative would 
impact the greatest amount 
of potential vernal pool 
invertebrate habitat. 
Between 10 and 15 acres 
of potential habitat is 
located in a 1,000-foot 
buffer centered on the 
alternative. Potential 
habitat is located north of 
1-580, along the track 
south of the Greenville 
East Station, and at the 
Isabel/I-580 Station and 
Greenville Y ard. 


Approximately 113 acres 


of vernal pool fairy shrimp 


critical habitat (8 percent 
of the habitat located in 
Alameda County) would 
be impacted with the 
development of the 
Greenville Y ard. 


This alternative would 
impact a moderate amount 
of potential vernal pool 
invertebrate habitat; 
between 3 and 5 acres of 
potential habitat is located 
in a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alternative. Potential 
habitat is located along the 
track south of the 
Greenville East Station 
and at the Greenville 

Y ard. 


This alternative would 


No CCCS habitat would 
be impacted. 


Arroyo Mocho supports 
CCCS; this alterative 
would run along Arroyo 
M ocho for approximately 
4 miles and cross Arroyo 
M ocho 7 times 


This alternative could 
impact a fair amount of 
trees, due to its length. 
Trees are located along 
11.5-miles of |-580 and 
within the Isabel/|-580 
Station, Greenville East 
Station, and Greenville 
Y ard. 


This alternative could 
impact a moderate amount 
of trees, due to its length 
(13.1 miles long) and 
location along El Charro 
Road and Stanley 
Boulevard. Trees are also 
present along the UPRR 
and at the Greenville E ast 
Station and Greenville 

Y ard. 
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Wetlands, Waters of 
the U.S., Waters of 


Alternative the State 


Table 3.9-5 
Comparative Biological Resources Impacts of BART Extension Alternatives 


Swainson’s Hawk 
Foraging Habitat 


Special-status Plants 
and Habitat 


Special-status 
Amphibians and 
Reptiles, and Habitat 


Special-status Vernal 
Pool Invertebrates 
and Vernal Pool 
Fairy Shrimp 
Critical H abitat 


California C entral 
Coast Steelhead 


Trees, Heritage Trees 
and Tree Preservation 


lb - 


and Greenville Y ard. The 
Greenville Y ard footprint 
is within Altamont Creek. 


This alternative has the 
potential to impact a 
moderate amount of 
wetland habitat and 
watercourses. Seven 
watercourses and 
approximately 15 acres of 
potential wetlands are 
located within a 1,000- 
foot buffer centered on 
the alignment. Potential 
wetland habitat is present 
along El Charro Road and 
within the Greenville East 
Station and Greenville 
Yard. The Greenville 

Y ard footprint is within 
Altamont Creek. 


Downtown 
Greenville East 
viaSPRR 


As with Alternative 1 and The impact from this 
la, this alternative will alternative is the same as 
resultin the development Alternative 1. 

of a large amount of 

currently undeveloped 

land. Approximately 580 

acres of potential special- 

status plant habitat is 

located within a 1,000- 

foot buffer centered on 

the alignment. 


alternative. 

Approximately 31 acres of 
potential CRLF habitat is 
located within a 1,000-foot 
buffer centered on the 
alignment that includes the 
watercourses this 
alternative would cross. 


A large amount of 
potential WPT habitat 
could be impacted under 
this alternative. 
Approximately 95 acres of 
potential WPT habitat is 
located within a 1,000-foot 
buffer centered on the 
alignment. In addition to 
the watercourses this 
alternative would cross, 
potential WPT habitat is 
located along the Chain of 
Lakes. 


Potential impacts on CTS 
from this alternative would 
be relatively small. 
Approximately 1.5 acres 
of potential CTS aquatic 
habitat is located within a 
1,000-foot buffer centered 
on the alignment. 


Impacts on CRLF and 
WPT would also be 
similar, but slightly less 
than under Alternative 1a. 
Approximately 30 acres of 
potential CRLF habitat 
and 94 acres of potential 
WPT habitat are located 
within a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the alignment. 


have the same impact on 
vernal pool fairy shrimp 
critical habitat as 
Alternative 1. 


This alternative would 
have the same impact on 
CCCS habitat as 
Alternative 1a. 


This alternative would 
impact a minor amount of 
potential vernal pool 
invertebrate habitat; 
between 0.5 and 2 acres of 
potential habitat is located 
in a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alternative. Potential 
habitat is primarily located 
at the Greenville Y ard. 


This alternative would 
have the same impact on 
vernal pool fairy shrimp 
critical habitat as 
Alternative 1. 


This alternative would 
have the same impact as 
Alternative la. Trees are 
located adjacent to 

El Charro Road, north of 
Stanley Boulevard, along 
the SPRR right-of-way, 
and at the Greenville East 
Station and Greenville 

Y ard 
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Alternative 


Wetlands, Waters of 
the U.S., Waters of 
the State 


Special-status Plants 
and Habitat 


Table 3.9-5 
Comparative Biological Resources Impacts of BART Extension Alternatives 


Swainson’s Hawk 
Foraging Habitat 


Special-status 
Amphibians and 
Reptiles, and Habitat 


Special-status Vernal 
Pool Invertebrates 
and Vernal Pool 

Fairy Shrimp California Central 
Critical H abitat Coast Steelhead 


Trees, Heritage Trees 
and Tree Preservation 


De 


2a - 


Las Positas 


Downtown- 
V asco 


This alternative has the 
potential to impact a 
moderate amount of 
wetland habitat and 
watercourses. Eight 
watercourses and 
approximately 19 acres of 
potential wetlands are 
located within a 1,000- 
foot buffer centered on 
the alignment. Potential 
wetland habitat is present 
within the proposed 
Isabel/I-580 Station and 
along the UPRR. 


This alternative has the 
potential to impact a 
moderate amount of 
wetland habitat and 
watercourses. Six 
watercourses and 
approximately 18 acres of 
potential wetlands are 
located within a 1,000- 
foot buffer centered on 
the alignment. Potential 
wetland habitat is present 
along El Charro Road and 
the UPRR. 


Similar to Alternative 1, 
this alternative has the 
potential to impact 
undeveloped land 
including land north of 
1-580 and the Isabel/l-580 
Station. There is 
approximately 575 acres 
of potential special-status 
plant habitat located 
within a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alignment. 


This alternative has the 
potential to impact less 
undeveloped land 
compared to Alternatives 
1, la, 1b, and 2. 
Approximately 320 acres 
of potential special-status 
plant habitat is located 
within a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alignment. 


No potential Swainson’s 
hawk foraging habitat 
would be impacted. 


one Srnec 


Approximately 3.7 acres 
of potential Swainson’s 
hawk foraging habitat 
would be impacted. This 
habitat is located within 
the tailtracks of the 


alignment. 


A moderate amount of 
potential aquatic CTS 
habitat could be impacted 
under this alternative. 
Approximately 8 acres of 
potential CTS aquatic 
habitat is located within a 
1,000-foot buffer centered 
on the alignment, located 
primarily north of 1-580. 


A moderate amount of 
CRLF and CTS habitat 
could be impacted under 
this alternative, similar to 
Alternative 1. 
Approximately 30 acres of 
potential CRLF habitat, 
and 30 acres of potential 
WPT habitat is located in 
within a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the alignment, 
located primarily along 
watercourses this alterative 
would cross. 


This alternative has the 
potential to impact a 
relatively small amount of 
potential CTS aquatic 
habitat; approximately 5 
acres of potential CTS 
aquatic habitat, located 
primarily along the 
tailtracks northeast of the 
Vasco Y ard, lies within a 
1,000-foot buffer centered 
on the alignment. 

Impacts on potential 
CRLF and WPT habitat is 
similar to impacts 
associated with Alternative 


This alternative would No CCCS habitat would 
impact a moderate amount be impacted. 
of potential vernal pool 

invertebrate habitat; 

between 7 and 9 acres of 

potential habitat is located 

in a 1,000-foot buffer 

centered on the 

alternative. Potential 

habitat is located north of 

1-580, along the track 

north of the Vasco Y ard, 

and at the Isabel/|-580 

Station. 


No vernal pool fairy 
shrimp critical habitat 
would be impacted. 


This alternative would 
have the same impact on 
CCCS habitat as 
Alternative la. 


This alternative would 
impact a moderate amount 
of potential vernal pool 
invertebrate habitat; 
between 4 and 6 acres of 
potential habitat is located 
in a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alternative. Potential 
habitat is primarily located 
along the track north of 
the Vasco Y ard. 

No vernal pool fairy 
shrimp critical habitat 
would be impacted. 


Similar to Alternative 1, 
this alternative could 
impact a fair amount of 
trees. Trees are located 
along |-580, within the 
Isabel/l-580 Station and 
Vasco Road Stations area, 
and the V asco Y ard. 


Similar to Alternatives la 
and 1b, this alternative 
could impact a moderate 
amount of trees. Trees 
are located along 

El Charro Road, north of 
Stanley Boulevard, along 
the UPRR, at the 
Downtown Livermore 
Station and Vasco Road 
Station, and at the Vasco 
Y ard 
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Wetlands, Waters of 
the U.S., Waters of 


Special-status Plants 


Table 3.9-5 
Comparative Biological Resources Impacts of BART Extension Alternatives 


Swainson’s Hawk 


Special-status 
Amphibians and 


Special-status Vernal 
Pool Invertebrates 
and Vernal Pool 


Fairy Shrimp California Central 


Trees, Heritage Trees 
and Tree Preservation 


Alternative the State and Habitat Foraging Habitat Reptiles, and H abitat Critical H abitat Coast Steelhead 
la. Approximately 28 
acres of potential CRLF 
habitat and 92 acres of 
potential WPT habitat are 
located within a 1,000-foot 
buffer centered on the 
alignment. 

3- Portola This alternative could Similar to Alternative 2a, No potential Swainson’s No potential CTS aquatic — This alternative would No CCCS habitat would This alternative could 
impact a moderate amount _ this alternative would hawk foraging habitat habitat would be impacted. impact a relatively small be impacted. impact a fair amount of 
of watercourses but a impact less undeveloped would be impacted. This alternative would amount of potential vernal tress. Trees are located 
relatively small amount of land that could support impact a relatively small pool invertebrate habitat; along I-580, within the 
wetland habitat. Five special-status plant amount of potential CRLF between 0.5 and 2 acres of Isabel/l-580 and the 
watercourses and species. Approximately and WPT habitat. potential habitat is located Downtown Livermore 
approximately 5 acresof 275 acres of potential Approximately 12 acres of ina 1,000-foot buffer Stations, and at the 
potential wetlands are special-status plant habitat potential CRLF habitat centered on the Portola/Railroad Y ard. 
located within a 1,000- located within a 1,000- and 12 acres of potential alternative. Potential 
foot buffer centered on foot buffer centered on WPT habitat is located habitat is primarily located 
the alignment. Potential the alignment. within a 1,000-foot buffer at the I sabel/I-580 Station. 
wetland habitat is present centered on the alignment, No vernal pool fairy 
along 1-580 and within the located along watercourses shrimp critical habitat 
Isabel/!-580 Station. this alignment would would be impacted. 

cross, including an 
unnamed drainage at the 
|sabel/I-580 Station. 
3a- Railroad This alternative has the Compared to the other No potential Swainson’s No potential CTS aquatic This alternative would As with Alternative 1a, Similar to Alternatives 1a, 


potential to impact a 
moderate amount of 
wetland habitat and 
watercourses. Five 
watercourses and 
approximately 12 acres of 
potential wetlands are 
located within a 1,000- 
foot buffer centered on 
the alignment. Potential 
wetland habitat is located 
primarily along El Charro 
Road and within the 
Isabel/Stanley Station. 


alternatives, this 
alternative would impact a 
smaller amount of 
undeveloped land. 
Approximately 180 acres 
of potential special-status 
plant habitat located 
within a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alignment. 


hawk foraging habitat 
would be impacted. 


habitat would be impacted. 


Impacts on potential 
CRLF and WPT habitat is 
similar to impacts 
associated with 
Alternatives 1a and 2a. 
Approximately 26 acres of 
potential CRLF habitat 
and 90 acres of potential 
WPT habitat are located 
within a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the alignment. 


this alternative would 
parallel Arroyo M ocho for 
approximately 4 miles and 
cross Arroyo Mocho 7 


impact a relatively small 
amount of potential vernal 
pool invertebrate habitat; 
between 0.5 and 2 acres of 
potential habitat is located 
in a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the 
alternative. Potential 
habitat is primarily located 
at the Isabel/Stanley 
Station. 

No vernal pool fairy 
shrimp critical habitat 
would be impacted. 


of the Isabel/Stanley 
Station would impact 
additional CCCS habitat. 


times. In addition, the use 


1b, and 2a, this alternative 
could impact a moderate 
amount of trees. Trees 
are located along 

El Charro Road, north of 
Stanley Boulevard, at the 
Downtown Livermore 
Station, and at the 
Portola/Railroad Y ard 
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Wetlands, Waters of 
the U.S., Waters of 


Table 3.9-5 
Comparative Biological Resources Impacts of BART Extension Alternatives 


Special-status Plants Swainson’s Hawk 


Special-status 
Amphibians and 


Special-status Vernal 
Pool Invertebrates 
and Vernal Pool 


Fairy Shrimp California Central 


Trees, Heritage Trees 
and Tree Preservation 


Alternative the State and Habitat Foraging Habitat Reptiles, and H abitat Critical H abitat Coast Steelhead 

4-  |sabel/l-580 This alternative would Similar to Alternatives 2a No potential Swainson’s No potential CTS aquatic This alternative would No CCCS habitat would As this alternative is the 
have the smallest potential and 3, this alternative hawk foraging habitat habitat would be impacted. have same impact as be impacted. shortest, it would have the 
impact watercourses and —_ would impact less would be impacted. Approximately 12 acres of Alternative 3. least potential impact on 
wetland resources. Six undeveloped land that potential CRLF habitat No vernal pool fairy trees, which could be 
watercourses and could support special- and 12 acres of potential — shrimp critical habitat located along the 5.2-mile 
approximately 5 acres of status plant species. WPT habitat is located would be impacted. long alignment and at the 
potential wetlands are Approximately 230 acres within a 1,000-foot buffer |sabel/|-580 Station. 
located within a 1,000- of potential special-status centered on the alignment. 
foot buffer centered on plant habitat located 
the alignment. Potential within a 1,000-foot buffer 
wetland habitat is located centered on the 
at the |sabel/I-580 alignment. 
Station. The Isabel/I-580 
Station footprint is within 
an unnamed tributary to 
Arroyo las Positas and 
Arroyo las Positas. 

5- Quarry This alternative would This alternative would No potential Swainson’s No potential CTS habitat This alternative would This alternative would Because of its route along 

El Charro Road and 


cross the fewest number of 
watercourses (four), but a 
fair amount of wetland 
habitat (approximately 11 
acres) is located within a 
1,000-foot buffer centered 
on the alignment, due to 
its proximity to Arroyo 

M ocho along El Charro 
Road and within the 
Isabel/Stanley Station. 


hawk foraging habitat 
would be impacted. 


impact the least amount of 
potential special-status 
plant habitat; 
approximately 125 acres 
is located within a 1,000- 
foot buffer centered on 
the alignment. 


would be impacted. 
Impacts on potential 

CRLF and WPT habitat is 
similar to impacts 
associated with 
Alternatives la, 2a and 3a. 
Approximately 23 acres of 
potential CRLF habitat 
and 87 acres of potential 
WPT habitat are located 
within a 1,000-foot buffer 
centered on the alignment. 


have the same impact on 
CCCS habitat as 
Alternative 3a. 


have same impact as 
Alternative 3a. 

No vernal pool fairy 
shrimp critical habitat 
would be impacted. 


Stanley Boulevard, this 
alternative could impact a 
moderate amount of trees. 
Trees are also located at 
the Isabel/Stanley Station. 
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Page 3.9-56, first paragraph: 


BIO-2.3 Develop and Implement Mitigation in Consultation with CDFG if Other Special- 
Status Plants and/or Rare Natural Communities Are Found. If other special-status 
plant species (excluding palmate-bracketed bird's beak), or rare natural 
communities are found during the rare-plant floristic surveys, BART shall notify 
CDFG. Mitigation shall be developed in consultation with CDFG and could 
include, but it is not limited to, measures such as avoidance, transplanting plants, 
collecting seed or clippings and replanting species in an on-site location, if 
feasible. In addition, to offset the impacts to rare plants and/or rare natural 
communities the project proponent could purchase mitigation bank credits through 
a resource agency approved mitigation bank. This measure shall also serve as the 
notification required under the California Native Plant Protection Act. 


Page 3.9-57, fourth paragraph: 


Alternative 2a - DaNntnn ene marten nan pan Niea as 


ea shawk wae habitat Suitable foun habitat fe s walrison! S hawk 
is located within 10 miles of the tailtracks of the Alternative 2a alignment near Greenville 


Road. The loss of potential Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat due to the construction of the 
proposed alignment would total approximately 3.7 acres, which would be considered a 


potentially significant impact. 


Page 3.9-57, last paragraph, and page 3.9-58, first paragraph: 


MITIGATION MEASURE. The following measure would reduce the loss of Swainson’s hawk 
foraging habitat to a less-than-significant level. M itigation M easure BIO-3.1 would ensure that 
an appropriate acreage of suitable raptor foraging habitat is preserved to compensate for the 
loss of foraging habitat due to the construction of Alternatives 1, la, of-1lb, or 2a within the 
Greenville area by one of the following mitigation options: 1) the purchase of mitigation 
credits; 2) payment of mitigation fee at an approved CDFG mitigation bank; or 3) purchasing 
conservation easements or fee titles in East Alameda County or an area within 10 miles of the 
nearest Swainson’s hawk nest. Implementation of this mitigation measure would effectively 
reduce potential impacts on foraging habitat to less than significant. (LTS) 


BIO-3.1 Consult with CDFG and Mitigate for Loss of Swainson’s Hawk Foraging Habitat 
(Alternatives 1, la, 1b, 2a). BART shall ensure that an appropriate number of 
acres (aS approved by CDFG during consultation) of agricultural land, annual 
grasslands, or other suitable raptor foraging habitat are preserved within eastern 
Alameda County, and/or southwestern San J oaquin counties. Given the proximity 
of the nest site to San Joaquin County, it is acceptable to have this off-site 
preservation outside Alameda County. Preserve areas shall be established prior to 


BART to Livermore Extension Program Responses to Comments Page 6-54 
June 2010 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 6 Revisions to the Draft Program EIR 


project construction, if feasible, and may occur through at least one of the 
following options: 


Page 3.9-65, last paragraph: 


BIO-5.1 


Consult with USFWS and SFBRWQCB, and Reduce Impacts on Vernal Pool 
Invertebrates and Their Habitat. BART shall comply with the following steps to 
ensure protection of vernal pool invertebrates and their habitat. 


a. 


BART, in consultation with the USFWS and SFBRWQCB, shall either 
(1) conduct a protocol-level survey for federally listed vernal pool crustaceans, 
or (2) assume presence of federally-listed vernal pool crustaceans in areas of 
suitable habitat. Surveys shall be conducted by qualified biologists in 
accordance with the most recent USFWS guidelines or protocols to determine 
the time of year and survey methodology (survey timing for these species is 
dependent on yearly rainfall patterns and seasonal occurrences, and is 
determined on a case-by-case basis). The surveys may be done as part of the 
404 permit process, if a 404 permit is required. 


If surveys along the selected BART extension alternative reveal no occurrences 
of federally listed vernal pool crustaceans, no further mitigation would be 
required. 


If surveys determine that one or more special-status vernal pool invertebrate 
species occurs along the selected BART extension alternative, or if BART, in 
consultation with the USFWS, assumes presence of federally-listed vernal pool 
invertebrates in all affected habitats, no net loss of habitat shall be achieved 
through avoidance, preservation, creation and/or purchase of credits. The 
selected measures may be part of the permitting process. 


Where feasible, all vernal pool invertebrate habitat shall be avoided. If habitat 
that can be avoided during construction activities is identified at a distance 
determined in consultation with USFWS, a USFWS-approved biologist 
(monitor) shall inspect any construction-related activities to ensure that no 
unnecessary take of listed species or destruction of their habitat occurs. BART 
will establish monitoring and reporting protocols to reduce impacts to vernal 
pool invertebrate species and habitat. 


BART shall ensure that an appropriate number of acres, as approved by 
USFWS and SFBRWQCB during consultation, are preserved to mitigate for 
direct or indirect impacts on vernal pool crustacean habitat. 


Water quality in the avoided wetlands shall be protected using erosion control 
techniques, such as silt fencing or straw waddles during construction in the 
watershed. This shall be completed in accordance with the State Construction 
Permit—eas—outined inthe NPDES General Permit No. CAS000002, Waste 
Discharge Requirements, Order No. 99-08-DWO 2009-0009-DWQ. 
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Page 3.9-70, second paragraph: 


BIO-7.1 


Avoid the Rainy Season During In-Water Construction (Alternatives la, 1b, 2a, 
3a, 5). BART will consult with the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA) Fisheries, and/or CDFG, and SFBRWQCB (as 
applicable) to define the schedule for in-water work, as well as for work on 
bridges and/or culverts within the main channel of the Arroyo Mocho. If the 
waterway is not inundated, work may occur without restriction if approved by 
NOAA, and/or CDFG, and SFBRWQCB. 


Page 3.9-70, third paragraph: 


BIO-7.2 


Consult with NOAA Fisheries, USACE, CDFG and USACE SFBRWQCB (as 
applicable) and Mitigate for the Loss of Riverine Riparian Vegetation (Alternatives 
la, 1b, 2a, 3a, 5). If construction-related impacts on riverine (e.g. riparian 
woodland) riparian vegetation along or within the Arroyo Mocho occur, the 
impacts shall be mitigated by BART as determine in consultation with NOAA 
Fisheries, USACE, CDFG and SFBRWQCB (as applicable). andthe USACE. 
Ajck enn ORR aban imi 


rand fonee vetine sauce wi habitat M litigation would occur in the form of in- 


kind mitigation or through the purchase of freshwater riverine habitat credits, if an 
approved mitigation bank exists at the time that a project proceeds. Detailed 


mitigation requirements shall be identified in the final regulatory agency permits. 


Section 3.11 - Air Quality 


Page 3.11-14, before last paragraph 


After release of the Draft Program EIR, in May 2010 U.S. Senators Kerry and Lieberman 
introduced in the Senate the "A merican Power Act". This bill is similar in many respects to the 


"American Clean Energy and Security Act" (H.R. 2454) passed by the House of 
Representatives in June, 2009. The bill would establish a national "cap and trade" program 


intended to reduce U.S. greenhouse gas emissions by 17 percent by 2020 and 83 percent by 


2050, but with different provisions for transportation fuels than in H.R. 2454. The bill would 


direct states and metropolitan planning organizations to develop emission reduction targets and 
strategies to reduce transportation-related greenhouse gas emissions, and would provide for 


distribution of greenhouse gas emission allowances to states and metropolitan planning 


organizations to implement certain greenhouse gas emission reductions programs for 
transportation sources. 
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Section 3.16 - Construction Impacts 
Page 3.16-54, first sentence of “Water Lines” bullets: 


Major Zone 7 pipelines within the study area include a 42-inch SWP water line that cuts across 
1-580 east of Arroyo las Positas and; an 18-inch and a 24-inch casing that crosses |-580 west of 


Vasco Road; and the El Charro Pipeline that runs parallel to the 1-580, and then runs south, 
parallel to El Charro Road. 


Page 3.16-60, last paragraph, fifth sentence of the Draft Program EIR is revised, as follows: 


These include two sanitary sewer lines that cross the proposed Downtown Livermore Station 
area, Livermore pipeline, and fiber optic lines that run north and south of North “I” Street. 


Page 3.16-62, fifth paragraph, third and fourth sentences of the Draft Program EIR are revised, as 
follows: 


Overhead utilities in this area include 21 kV lines that run parallel! to J unction Avenue and to the 
north of the UPRR tracks-—and Zone 7’s Vasco Pipeline. Alternative 2a would therefore have 
potentially significant overhead and underground utility impacts associated with construction of 
the aerial segment. 


Page 3.16-63, second full paragraph, fourth and fifth sentences of the Draft Program EIR are revised, 
as follows: 


Known utilities within this segment include 21kV overhead electrical lines that run north and 
south of and parallel to the proposed tracks and Zone 7’s El Charro water pipeline. 
Alternative 3a would therefore have potential utility impacts on overhead electrical lines and 
underground utilities. 


Section 5 - Program Merits 


Page 5-15, Table 5-4 is revised as follows: 
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Table 5-4 
Comparison of MTC Resolution #3434 Target with Proposed Station Area Development 


Station Area Housing Units 


Comparison 
. of 2030 
Dublin/ Isabel/ Downtown 2030 Average to 
Pleasanton I sabel/I-580 Stanley Livermore Vasco Road GreenvilleEast Average 3,850 Target 
2030 2030 2030 2030 2030 2030 
Alternative 2008 = Total 2008 Total 2008 Total 2008 Total 2008 _—« Total 2008 _—« Total 
1- Greenville East 1,351 3,978 468 1,158 NA NA NA NA NA NA 0 0 1,712 -2,138 
la - Downtown - Greenville 1,351 3,978 NA NA NA NA 1,841 5-100 NA NA 0 0 3,026 -824 
East via UPRR 4,440 2,806 -1,044 
1b - Downtown - Greenville 1,351 3,978 NA NA NA NA 1,841 5-100 NA NA 0 0 3,026 -824 
East via SPRR 4,440 2,806 -1,044 
2- Las Positas 1,351 3,978 468 1,158 NA NA NA NA 227 956 NA NA 2,031 -1,819 
2a - Downtown-V asco 1,351 3,978 NA NA NA NA 1,841 5,100 227 956 NA NA 3345 -505 
4,440 3,125 125 
3- Portola 1,351 3,978 468 1,158 NA NA 1,841 5,100 NA NA NA NA 34R -438 
4,440 3,192 -658 
3a- Railroad 1,351 3,978 NA NA 110 110 1,841 5-100 NA NA NA NA 3,063 787 
4,440 2,843 -1,007 
4- |sabel/|-580 1,351 3,978 468 1,158 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 2,568 -1,282 
5- Quarry 1,351 3,978 NA NA 110 110 NA NA NA NA NA NA 2,044 -1,806 


Sources: City of Livermore, 2009; Livermore General Plan Environmental Impact Report, 2003; East Dublin Specific Plan, 2008; Claritas, Inc, 2008; Bay Area Economics, 


2009. 


Notes: 
NA = this station is not proposed for this alternative and thus is Not Applicable to the station area development estimates. 


a. 


2008 housing units are for % mile radius around station location, as projected by Claritas, 2008. 


b. 2030 housing units include existing (2008) and planned units 

c. Based on projected number of units in the Livermore General Plan Change Area in which station would be located. Change Areas exceed the size of the % mile station 
areas; therefore, not all housing realized in the areas would be located in station areas. 

d. Dublin/Pleasanton Station planned units based on Transit Village and Hacienda planned developments, from East Dublin Specific Plan, Chapter 4, amended 2008. 
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Page 5-16, third paragraph 3, last sentence: 


Further, the eastern portion of the Greenville East Station statton area is dominated by land 
contracted under the Williamson Act (see Figure 3.3-3), which as detailed in Section 3.3, Land 
Use, is considered an agricultural resource to be conserved and also lies in a City-designated 
scenic corridor. 


Page 5-17, paragraph 3 is revised as follows 


These alternatives, both of which include the Dublin/Pleasanton, Downtown Livermore, and 
Greenville east Stations, would have a housing deficit of an average of 824 1,044 units per 
station (for three stations) compared to the MTC threshold of 3,850 units. 


Page 5-18, paragraph 2 is revised as follows: 


Alternative 2a would have a housing deficit of an average of 505 725 housing units per station 
(for three stations) compared to the MTC threshold of 3,850 units. 


Page 5-18, paragraph 4 is revised as follows: 


Like Alternative 2a, the corridor-wide projected housing average for the three stations that 
would be served by this alternative nearly attains the MTC target, at only 438 658 units below 
the MTC threshold. 


Page 5-18, paragraph 6 is revised as follows: 


Alternative 3a would have a housing deficit of an average of #87 1,007 units per station (for 
three stations) compared to the MTC threshold of 3,850 units. 
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Appendix A 


Comment Letters Received with No 
Relation to CEQA or the Draft Program EIR 


The following written comments express opinions or preferences for a particular BART to Livermore 
Extension alternative or the design of the facilities. The comments do not raise environmental 
concerns, questions about the Draft Program EIR, or issues with the method by which BART has 
handled its CEQA responsibilities. Accordingly, no response is necessary to these commentors. 
Nevertheless, the comments have been included in this Responses to Comments document to provide 
the BART Board of Directors with a complete record of public input on the BART to Livermore 
Extension Program. 


NOVEMBER 28, 2009 


BART PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
ATTN: MALCOLM QUINT 

300 LAKESHORE DR, 
OAKLAND, CA. 94612 


DEAR MR. QUINT, 


__AS A DOWNTOWN LIVERMORE PROPERTY OWNER, I AM INTERESTED IN 
THE FUTURE BART EXPANSION TO LIVERMORE. I WOULD LIKE TO PASS ON 
‘TO YOU INFORMATION ON TWO COMPANIES THAT PROVIDE FULLY AUTOMATED 
_ PARKING SYSTEMS: AREACO AND MITCHCO. 


BELOW GROUND AND ABOVE GROUND STRUCTURES PROVIDE SOLUTIONS TO 
“MANY PARKING PROBLEMS AND ARE COMPETITIVELY PRICED TO TRADITIONAL 
PARKING STRUCTURES, 


I HOPE TO ATTEND THE MEETING ON DECEMBER 2-AT ROBERT LIVERMORE 
COMMUNITY CENTER, 4444 EAST AVENUE. 


FOR MORE INFORMATION, CONTACT KIRK SHORT, (INFORMATION ON 
NEXT PAGE) _ 


REGARDS, 
(fen i Prcwmed-Cos 
t 

RONALD M. ACCIAIOLI 

RMA PROPERTIES 

1363 S. LIV. AVE. 

LIVERMORE, CA. 94550-9532 


925 373 6012 


0 To jnfo@bartolivermore.org 


01/20/2010 12:21 PM cc 
bec 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 


First_Name: LORRAINE 
Last_Name: AFLAGUE 
Email: laflaque@ewcsd.org 


Message: BART to Livermore Comments 

The train coute would be best if it remained on the freeway as this would 
be the most cost effective. If the route went into dewntown the cost $§$ would 
be extremely expensive $$$ as it would require a subway and aerial structure, 
The downtown alignment would require more costly land acquisition and parking. 
This option would also reduce the volume of LOWER COST Housing which Livermore 
has a high deficit of already and displace many people. The downtown option 
cost to benefit doesn’t make GOOD SENCE. 

The freeway Isabel/I-580 and Greenville Bast Stations would provide lower 
cost and more volume parking. The Greenville East location should be a 
priority as this would be the biggest ridership return on the investment as it 
would take traffic volume off 1-580 by central valley users . 

I have been paying into this system since the 1970’s and feel the best 
way for it te become a reality is keep it on the freeway and keep the cost $$$ 
down !!! 

THANK YOU, Lorraine Aflague 
1634 N. Chestnut Avenue 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 156.3.63.103 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 8.0; Windows NT 5.1; 
Trident/4,0; InfoPath.1; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; .NET CLR 3.0.4506.2152; .NET CLR 
3.5.30729) 
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0 To info@barttotivermore.org 
01/19/2010 06:34 PM cc 
bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form, It was submitted by 
() on Tuesday, January 19, 2010 at 19:34:04 


First Name: Roger 

Last_Name: Aines 

Email: rogeraines@comcast.net 

Message: I really like the idea of BART coming to downtown Livermore. If would 
regularly walk to the station if it was there ~ otherwise I need to drive. TI 
do not believe there would b e negative impacts to downtown from noise or 
crime, and the benefits to business would be large. 

Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 72,255,116.96 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/S.0 (Macintosh; U; Intel Mac OS X 10 5 8; en-us) 
AppleWebKit/531.21.8 (KHTML, like Gecko) Version/4.0.4 Safari/531,21.10 


0 To info@barttolivermore.org 
01/19/2010 08:45 PM ce 
bec 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Tuesday, January 19, 2010 at 21:45:24 


First_Name: Ethan 
Last_Name: Aines 
Email: californiaethan@gmail.com 


Message: 

A BART station at the site of the current ACE station would be best for 
Livermore and its residents. However it gets there, through Pleasanton, down 
the freeway, raised, or in tunnels, doesnt matter as long as we have it in 
downtown. It is specious for critics of this plan to speculate on a rise in 
crime, which has been disproven by the police chief, and a rise in noise when 
there is already a heavy freight track in the direct vicinity. The potential 
benefits of a Downtown station on commerce and ease of access by residents far 
outweigh speculation of negative impact. A Greenville terminus would also be 
excellent for getting traffic from the Central Valley off of 580 and onto 
BART. The benefits of these two stations would be immediately noticed by even 
naysayers and detractors of this plan. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 76.126.235.194 
RITP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Macintosh; U; Intel Mac OS X 10_6 2; en-us) 
ApplewWebKit/531.21.8 {KHTML, like Gecko} Version/4.0.4 Safari/531.21.10 
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BART to Livermore Extension Program 
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Comments 


Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions concerning the Draft PEIR of the BART to 
Livermore Extension. (Name and contact information optional.) 


Name (please print): esd Wesanpey Organization/Business: a 


0 To info@barttolivermare.org 
11/10/2003 02:23 PM cc 


ber 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Address: FS OLOTORRY Toso City: Lveymon, State _Zip:_ rere: Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
prone: GES-2SU-OF4, ema M(QSOLE NHL GoM Pe ee OO ce cecsssmmananatunne E 
First_Name: Colleen 
COMMENTS / QUESTIONS: Last_Name: Alford 
—Clessely as 5 <a shy: We ay eee Email: caalford@sbcgqlobal.net 
fpaAhtstpS +H. © of KY = Soerthal with we Eatin, Kpontain Liveiaate tp wary family freely aga 1 St 


to keep it that way. 

My first choice is Alternative #1 - Greenville East. This location would be 
perfect for a Bart Station, Please do not put Bart Downtown! Greenville has 
plenty of rcom for lots of parking and a nice station. I believe people 
commuting from Brentwood, Tracy and beyond would love to get off at Greenville 
and take Bart the rest of the way. This would loosen up congestion at the 
Vasco entrance to 580, 

The 580/Isabel location, which may seem good, would not be good because it is 
very close to houses and daycare. There will still be back up from the 
Altamont pass commuters through Livermore until they get to the bart station. 
My second choice would be 580/Las Positas. I still do not like this choice, 
but it's better than downtown. Bart should not go through town at all. It 
should run along the freeway, which is the most direct route and less costly 
then having to go through town. 


Submit; Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 208.46.208.249 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/f1.0 (compatible; MSIE 7.0; Windows NT 5.1; .NET CLR 
1,1,.4322; ,NET CLR 2.0.50727; .NET CLR 3.0.4506.2152; .NET CLR 3.5.30729) 


=> ART to Livermore Extension Program 
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M01 /24/2010 23:32 92544913 


337 KEN GUNN PAGE @1 


BART is Coming to Livermore! 


The Shri 


COMMUNITY MEETING 
THURSDAY, JANUARY 21, 2010 

ne Event Centar, 170 Lindbergh Avenue, Livermore 

4130 - 9:00 Pm 


Comment Card 


e City project staff at the end of the meeting. 


This comment tard is provided for your othe Cy p Please provide any written comments below 


optional 


opi: 


address 42S Turn 


bv 


name 


0 


email 


Weshop 3 
Thursday, January 21,2010 


Thank You! 


but veiis ee 


meeting 
pes ved encredd, 


of dts het, auto: 


pene rg e pcommnant card to ¢ 

some. af Vhs 15 far lee gene 
Le Wwermove, “ or 

she 

ip PEEVE atte 

Owe 

ve j 
ial 


‘Allen | 


4 


Se 
45S\- 4242” 
5) 499-1337 


at 


0 To info@bantolivermore.org 
11/10/2009 10:57 AM cc 


bec 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
{) on Tuesday, November 10, 2009 at 11:57:12 


First_Name: Agnes 
Last_Name: Anaya 
Email: agnesanaya@sbcglobal .net 


Message: I was happy to hear that a project to move bart to Livermore is 
finally under way. Many years that was supposed to be in the working and it's 
finally here. However many of my colleagues and I live in the Tracy/Stockton 
area and would like to see when you foresee building out our way. Most of us 
would ride Bart if it came our way. The Ace train doesn't meet our needs due 
to few intervals and times that the Ace train runs. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 128.115.27,10 

HTTe USER_, AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 7.0; Windows NT 5.1; .NET CLR 

1. 1.4322; InfoPath.2; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; .NET CLR 3.0.4506,.2152; .NET CLR 
3.5,30729) 
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BART to Livermore Extension Program 
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Comments 


Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions concerning the Draft PEIR of the BART to 
Livermore Extension, (Name and contact Information optional.) 


Name (please print): tf ___ Organization/Business: 0 


Address; 309 _ Abe be City: ye _State: Aap. FYSTEY 


Phone: Simic i) RE nec ee 


COMMENTS / QUESTIONS: 


= BART to Livermore Extension Program 


0) To info@barttolivarmore.org 
01/21/2010 01:09 PM cc 
bee 


Subject inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
{}) on Thursday, January 21, 2010 at 14:09:02 


First_Name: Cindy 
Last_Name: Angers 
Email: norcal7@gmail.com 


Message: The BART stations should be located near jobs and/or homes. So, the 
downtown and Vasce Stations make sense. Jobs and homes exist in and near 
downtown, and LLNL (a major employer) is near the Vasco station. 

Also a plus: both the downtown and Vasco stations are very near other existing 
transit systems. 


The stations should also be located in an area that allows for TOD. If folks 
walked or biked to the station, then less car parking would be needed. 
Parking lots and parking garages cost money and aren’t appealing, se less 
parking is indeed desireable. 


Easing the transporation into downtown should bring more people there, 
increasing the revenue of businesses located in downtown. Another good reason 
to have a downtown station. 


Although the cost of going underground is much higher than at grade or aerial 
structures, the visual and audio impacts are quite lessened, thercfore 
probably worth the extra cost,. 


There is no perfect alignment nor station locations, so setting priortiies and 
weighing the pros and cons is a good approach to a solution, Remember, the 
very fact that an effective transit system, BART, will be extended to 
Livermore, is a wonderful thing. Let's not stop it from coming by creating a 
checkmate. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTR_ADDR: 67.123.91.181 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 {Windows; U; Windows NT 5,17 en-US; rv:1.9,1.7) 
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O LIVERMORE 


i 
! 
i 


LEASANTON 


0 To info@barttolivermore.org 
01/21/2010 01:35 PM cc 


bee 
Subject Inquiry fom the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form, It was submitted by 
() on Thursday, January 21, 2010 at 14:35:28 


First_Name: robyn 
Last_Name; anzelon 
Email: canzel@comeast.net 


Message: we strongly support the Greenville/580 alignment of the future BART 
line extension, and oppose all the alternative options listed...given 
unlimited funding it would be wonderful to model BART on city systems like 
that in many european cities, such as Vienna where we lived for several years, 
to have several interconnecting BART lines running from main arteries like the 
580 into surrounding cities and housing areas, and especially to direct 
connections to the ACE station, but clearly funding will be limited in any 
foreseeable future...therefore the 580 alignment seems likely to have the best 
environmental/societal result because it will take more commuters quickly off 
the beyond-congested 580 than any other alignment, especially if there is 
adequate parking made available, which in the case of the Greenville extension 
is still possible. Situating public transportation amidst dense housing 
complexes sounds fabulous, but in reality it then serves a much smaller set of 
tt 

xavelers, and this smaller set cannot supply the level of ridership required 
to make BART financially stable. Suggesting that local bus services will bring 
riders from other parts of the city to BART ignores the fact that local bus 
service in the valley is painfully inadequate, relatively expensive and 
because it is subject to the 580 congestion as well, far too time-consuming to 
draw commuters and others out of their vehicles. My niece spent a year with 
us, commuting from Livermore to her job in san francisco, and trying to use 
Wheels to get her to and from the Dublin/Pleasanton station added typically 
45-60 minutes to her commute, thus doubling her commute time to an unworkable 
amount of time, so most often i ended up driving her to and from the station, 
since the option of her driving herself also was unworkable because of the 
lack of adequate parking at that time, Ridership is going to depend on a 
combination of factors: frequency, parking, cost, cost of alternative tra! 
nsporation (i.e. the price of gas) and location. Cost will depend on n 

umbers of riders and more riders will be attracted to a 580/Greenville station 
that helps them avoid the dreadfully clogged freeway stretch from the altamont 
to pleasanton than any other alignment. Frequent bus service from the ACE 
station to the Greenville BART station would add greatly to the numbers 
because such bus service would be able to avoid the cloqged freeway and so be 
time-efficient. And because the 580/Greenville line will not have to impact 
neighborhoods and businesses and open space as much other environmental 
aspects such as noise will also be reduced as well. I believe this alignment 
has the potential to be built sooner, with less local disturbance and 
objections, produce higher ridership numbers and have a much greater and more 
immediate effect of getting greater numbers of cars off the 580 than any 
ether, making it far preferable to any other, 

thank you 

rebyn anzelon 
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BART to Livermore Extension Program 
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Comments 


Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions concerning the Draft PEIR of the BART to 
Livermore Extension, (Name and contact information optional.) 


Name (please print): vi oe \* | ude Organization/Business: a fs ee 
Address: & ¥ i rg - Fae 45 wort Ax ciy. le evmon_ state: CA Zip: 9 PIT? 
Phone: ALS - i qs Y Email: J AG relate 0 Car. ic act ef 


COMMENTS / QUESTIONS: 


_ Freeway Glishme4 j(¢ Beck, 


Ibaot a aT: elead f Are Tt ei ab Vela. 
fe Liver men by Comiy fe Fleer Cavthes 


— 7% ak urtee 


sane 


———)> 


= SART to Livermore Extension Program 


0 To info@barttolivermore.ora 
01/08/2010 02;20 PM cc 
bec 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Cornments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Friday, January 8, 2010 at 15% 20:29 


First_Name: James 
Last_Name: Arnold 
Email: jim@mortgagemarket.net 


Message: Please keep Bart extension on the freeway with the rest of the noise 
and conjestion. No one I know of really wants the downtown station going 
through. It is the kiss principle. Keep it simple stupid. 

Alternative 1 

Thank You for taking my opinion, 


Jim Arnold 
687 Foret Rd. 
Livermore,CA 94551 (resident here for 21 years } 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 71,6.126.180 
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0) To info@barttolivermore.org 
01/20/2010 09:07 PM cc 


bec 
Subject inquiry from the BART to Livermore Contact Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Wednesday, January 20, 2010 at 22:07:23 


Pirst Name: saundra 

Last Name: Ashburn 

Email: saundraashburn2000@yahoc. com 

Message: I would like Livermore Bart to have a station downtown Livermore. 
verifytext: TPOV 

Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 24.4.47,63 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 8.0; Windows NT 5.1; 
Trident/4.0; GTB6.3; NET CLR 1.1.4322) 


0 Ta info@barttolivermore.org 
01/20/2010 07:30 PM cc 


bec 
Subject inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
2010 at 20:30: 


First_Name: BRIAN 
Last_Name: ATCHINSON 
Email: BADAUTOBODY@YAHOO.COM 


Message: I HAVE BEEN PAYING INTO THIS SYSTEM SINCE 1970. 1 FEEL THE BEST WAY 
FOR BART TO BECOME A REALITY IN LIVERMORE IS TO STAY ON THE FREEWAY AND KEEP 
THE COST DOWN, PLEASE NO BART IN DOWN TOWN LIVERMORE, THANK YOU BRIAN 
ATCHINSON. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 68.127,28,203 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 8.0; Windows NT 5.1; 
Trident/4.0; iebar; GTB6.3; .NET CLR 2.0,50727; .NET CLR 3.0.4506.2152; .NET 
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"Babb, Robert (BobBabb)” To <info@barttolivermore.org> 


en =i 
. POORER CHEVIOT: cc <micampbell@cl.pleasanton.ca.us> 
01/05/2010 05:33 PM hes 


Subject (mayor and city council) - mlcampbell@cl.pleasenton.ca.us 


Comments on the BART to Livermore Extension 


lam a resident of Pleasanton, | have not always been so, having grown up in Baldwin, NY. Baldwin is a 
suburb of New York City. It has been served by a commuter railroad since the 49" century, And we can 
learn from this experience. 


The Long Island Railroad is similar to BART, except that it is single ended. It stops in the city and does 
not pass through. The southern branch, which passes through Baldwin, is electrified (third rail) through 
Babylon. Within the cily, the line is underground; out in the suburbs, the line is elevated to avoid road 
crossings. There are a few underground stations within the city and a string of above ground stations in 
the suburbs. A lot like BART along the Pleasanton-Dublin line. 


The line is a underground only in the city because the cost of underground construction is only justified by 
the surface land values within the dense building structure of the city. There has never been a thought of 
placing the suburban part underground. 


Livermore has an underground option to allow a San Francisco-like almosphere for its downtown, Nice 
idea, but it is not going to happen. Buying land is much cheaper that constructing an underground portion 
in the suburbs. Much, much cheaper. Livermore needs to understand that a downtown station and track 
will be above ground, almost certainly elevated to avoid road crossings. 


Having also been in Chicago, | have experienced the areas that have elevated tracks running through 
neighborhoods. New York Cily does it with their subways (some parts are elevated), Chicago with the "EL 
", the Long Island Railroad with their suburban lines and BART through Fremont, Bayfair and Fruitvale. In 
every case, homeowners with a choice choose not to live next fo the tracks. Trains of all sorts make 
noise and commuter trains make this noise much more regularly than freight trains, Businesses are the 
preferred neighbors; the density of patrons or employees going to and from the businesses may approach 
numbers that could justify a station, Within the city, with the underground sections, residents do not hear 
or see the trains, and combined with the higher density of the city, housing is found near to the train paths 
and stations, But only in the city, Elevated lines do not make good neighbors for housing, especially if the 
housing is right next to the tracks. Elevated tracks and housing should be mixed as little as possible, 
whether near stations or between them. 


Living near to mass transit means different things in the city and the suburbs. Within the city, the housing 
and business density favor mass transit that runs often and in many places. Like the Muni and busses in 
San Francisco. In the suburbs, mass transit is travels few key routes and not as often, sometimes not 
running on holidays or Sundays. So at the city end, commuters use mass transit to connect easily to the 
commuter trains. At the suburb end, the connections tend to be use of a commuter car to a parking area, 
taxi, or pickup/drop-off by a second person. The car is essential to the suburban user because, although 
the train provides a good solution to daily commuting, there are no easy solutions to get to all of the other 
necessities: grocery stores, schools, churches, soccer practice, movie theaters and the rest of the places 
one goes when not commuting. Even people living close to the station would need to use a car rather 
than the train for every other activity. 


Each station on the Long Island Rallroad is surrounded by a linear (buffer) parking lot. Providing parking 
is expected and it is part of the ticket cost. 


Commuting pays the trains’ bills. Paying for ten trips per week is where the bulk of the money comes 
from. | travel occasionally on weekends to San Francisco, just like | did to New York, for entertainment or 


shopping. Nice, but not significant revenue. BART must focus on the real world at work, that of 
commuting from Livermore and beyond to San Francisco as their primary reason for being. If a major 
business area is built along the BART route near to a station, some reverse commuting is possible and 
will provide a significant revenue source. (On Long Island, this is not common, and the railroad runs « 
dead head” trains — empty ones — in reverse to get more trains back to the commuting start line during 
rush hour times.) 


Livermore is hoping that having BART stop in downtown will make it a destination. For whom? Most of 
the suburban people will find it easier and more convenient to drive if they decide to go. San Francisco 
people have a far greater selection of entertainment, art, and restaurants closer to home — they are 
extremely unlikely to seek better options in Livermore, BART or no BART. 


Planning commissions need to understand that urban transit villages in the far suburbs are not the 
housing choice of any. You combine the worst of the city — congested living, with the worst of the suburbs 


— few close options for shopping, dining, schooling, entertainment. And you place them in the least 
desirable area, along railroad tracks in use 21 hours per day. The only way to make this worse Is to add in 
the pollution and noise from a freeway located a few feel away. 


There is also has to be the understanding that people will continue to live in Tracy and points east, while 
commuting to the San Francisco area to work because of lifestyle choices that, in many cases, hinge 
around housing costs. Unless there is a plan to turn all of the green spaces into housing, these cost 
differentials will continue to exists and the reasons for the lengthy commute will exist as well. 


So, what shou'd you be fooking at? Maximize commuter flow, expect elevated train paths and provide 
parking so that cars travel the minimum distance before placing the passengers onto the train. Give up 
the dream of a train reviving downtown and of rural people clamoring to live like city people in housing 
density only, 


Proposed stations: 


. 1-580 Isabe) — Fair location, Can pick up people commuting in on 84 and the area surrounding 
the station. Unlikely to provide much destination flow. Buffered by freeway, (Las Positas College will not 
be gaining commuters using BART — they live nearby and are better served by busses.) 


. Isabel/Stanley - Bad location. Can pick up a few people in the surrounding area. Will not 
provide destination flow. Poorly duplicates |-580 Isabel station. 


. Downtown Livermore - Poor location. Can pick up from a large area of Livermore. Must have 
sufficient parking to be viable. May provide minor destination flow, Elevated train may require serious 
business/road alteration. 


. Vasco Road — Good location. Can pick up from a large area of Livermore. Should have 
sufficient parking. Very likely to provide commuter destination fiow (the Livermore {ab)., Possible yard 
available. 


Appendix A Comment Letters Received with No Relation to CEQA or the Draft Program EIR 


Page A-9 


. Greenville East — Excellent location. Can pick up people commuting on 1-580 to the east and 
east Livermore residents. Buffered by freeway. Has large parking areas available. Has train yard space 
available. Intersects with ACE route for best transfer of those commuters, 


. Spring — 1" street — Poor location alternative to downtown Livermore station. Can pick up from 
a large area of Livermore and North Livermore. Buffered by freeway. Parking areas available. Unlikely to 


provide much destination flow. May duplicate Isabel and/or Greenville stations. (I added this based on 
map) 


What would be "best"? 


There is no best, but there is "worse" and too expensive. The better paths are following the freeway with 
isabel and Greenville stations, with possibly a Spring-1” station; following the freeway to Isabel station, 


then continuing to Vasco and Greenville stations; and following the freeway to Isabel stations, the 
continuing to Downtown, Vasco and Greenville stations. 


Choose wisely and learn from local and other's experience. 
Robert Babb 
bobbabb@chevron.com 


jorgen barrantos To info@bantolivermore.org 
<barra_jb@yahoo,com> fs 


r :04 Al 
11/17/2009 10:04 AM kee 


Subject Corridor options 


Dear Bart Planning Department, 


Is with much joy that I want to comment on the Bart Corridor options 
for the City OF Livermore, 

First of all, to keep the Livermore Environmentally Safe, should be the 
highest priority when constructing this Bart Corridor. 

So, 1 want to mainly agree that the El Charro Rd. option, connects the 
Bart Corridor to the Existing Union Pacific Railroad. 

This Railroad connects to the [sabel/Stanley Station and subsequently 
connects Downtown Livermore. 

This is a great connnection to commuters, as well as weekend visitors, 
which bring revenues to the City. 

To simply place this plans will make the project duable in the short 
term to all the communtrers that live here already. 

Expansions are wonderfull things, but with budgets and city 
modifications being detriments to complete. 

The Vazco Road stations and Greenville stations can have their 
expansions after the first Bart stations are build. 

Lam a resident of Livermore since 1999, and have communted to the 
Bay area (Mountain View) ever since by train (ACE) and long hours 
of commuting. 

Now I am working in Hayward, which makes my commuting one way 
to 22 miles. [am still thinking that commuting by Bart will make 
sense if only I can have the option to simply leave my car in the station 
in Livermore an get to Fairview in San Lorenzo an take a shuttle to 
Industrial Re. 


Simplify is iny vole, sincerely 


Jorge Barrantes 


A 1146 Lambaren Av. 


Livermore, Ca 94551 
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Paul Barrow 


To info@baritolivermore.org 
<paul.barrow@sbeglobal.net 
> 


cc 


11/17/2009 12:39 PM bee 
Subject BART extension to Livermore 


Dear Sirs: 


I have just read your postcard and weighed the options. I believe the Isabel/580 station plan to be 
the best for several reasons: 


1) It would no doubt be the least expensive to engineer and build. Itisa straight shot from the 
Dublin Station, and appears to be the closest to that station. Using the 580 corridor would 
eliminate buying or condemning land en route to the Downtown or other off-freeway stations. 


2) While I live off of Vasco Rd. North of the freeway and would no doubt be better served by a 
station at Vasco Rd or Greenville Rd., I believe the vast majority of Livermore residents would 
prefer the station be located away from downtown (thus eliminating the Isabel/Stanley and 
Downtown locations) and in the direction of most travel (thus eliminating the Vasco and 
Greenville stations). 


3) A station at Isabel/580 should also be convenient to commuters coming over the Altamont 
from the East. While a station at Grecnville might be more conyenient for them, the Isabel/580 
Jocation would prevent them from needing to drive over Livermore streets to arrive at a station, 
Remaining on Hwy 580 would be more convenient for them AND for Livermore residents 
already fighting rush hour traffic on city streets on their way to work. 


As implied above, a station at Greenville or Vasco Rd. would necessitate most Livermore riders 
to travel to the station in the opposite direction they nced to go. A Vasco Rd., Downtown or 
Isabel/Stanley station would draw commuter traffic from outside Livermore through city streets, 
adding to existing traffic, congestion and noise. 


This leaves the Greenville station and the Isabel/580 station. As I have already said, I believe the 
Isabel/S80 station would be the better choice of the two for most Livermore residents, While the 
Greenville station would allow Easter commuters to exit 580 sooner and lighten traffic on the 
freeway sooner, Livermore residents would add to city-street traffic crossing Livermore to arrive 
at the eastern station, [ don't believe this is a good trade off, especially with the added cost of 
construction going from Isabel to Greenville. 


I have tried to be logical in my views, and clear in relating them. I hope I have been of some 
service to those who must make the decision. 


Sincerely, 


0 To itogpbartioivermom org 
) owiieai00758 PM és 


dn 
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BART to Livermore Extension Program 


paul bauman To info@bantolivermore.or 
<paul-karen@sbeglobal.net> ee j : Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
01/03/2010 07:17 PM be Comments 
Subject Comments Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions concerning the Draft PEIR of the BART to 


Livermore Extension. (Name and contact information optional.) 


Name (please print): Joke TY __ BEXR I /_ Organization/Business: 5 


I would like to voice. my concern over routing BART into downtown F Z : 
Livermore. There is currently not enough parking in downtown Livermore. Address: 747 WinaeeDew LY. City: AVERM ORE State: Ct Zip: 2YSS-/ 
Your proposal to use the current parking structure at the Train Station is Phone: _ G2S~+ YO7—- $798 Emaik _£% / 


crazy. This parking lot was built for the commuters on the train and bus as 
well as for the Movie Theater, Performing Arts Theater and restaurants. Plus 
the traffic in that area is already very heavy and often dangerous for COMMENTS / QUESTIONS: 

pedestrians as well as cars because of the high amount of cars traveling Ne re 


through that area. In addition the cost is prohibitive. We have been paying 7 ia Aittiseadtios [ — bs Lhe FAST (STKE BEET. 


to bring BART to Livermore for over 30 years with the thought that it would 


continue down 580 to Greenville Road. This makes a lot more sense because UE « MEEP SPACE FOR AMER se, 
of the open space available for the station and for parking. There is no open Dew S tiseneT Bow NTOWN Ateh wire NECPLESS 

space in downtown Livermore for this purpose. ; se iis 
Putting BART through downtown Livermore would again disrupt our ee Aa. 2) 


downtown and again put the businesses in peril once again, Not to mention 2 a ee ee 7 
the money that will be needed to build this additional line. Please, Please DO 
NOT PUT BART IN DOWNTOWN LIVERMORE, Keep in on 580, a a Sa — 


Thank you! 
Karen Bauman 


sary eo 
ba = BART to Livermora Extansion Program 
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BART to Livermore Extension Program 
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Comments 


Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions concerning the Draft PEIR of the BART to 
Livermore Extension, (Name and contact Information optional.) 


Name (please print): “dd B LA hw? Organization/Business: __ ‘ eae 
Address: _ 797 W/IMBLEDSO aA) oH: iy: = del / ____ State: ___ zip: PASS / 
Phone: ae Email: Behpmn@ the globel.reT_ = 


COMMENTS / QUESTIONS: 


saat 
ba == BART to Livermore Extension Program 


0) To info@bantotivermore.org 
11/20/2009 06:52 AM cc 
bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 


First_Name: Ronald 
Last_Name: Bernhardt 
Email: Rebernhardt@aol.com 


Message: PLEASE, PLEASE, PLEASE KEEP BART on the freeway where it belongs. 
Stanley Blvd. is already a traffic/noise nightmare. The last thing we need is 
a major traffic generator in this area. 1 have been paying taxes without 
service all these years, it is just wrong that when service finally does 
arrive it destroys our neighborhoods. 


Ron Bernhardt 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 207.200.116.135 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 7.0; AOL 9.1; AOLBuild 
4334.5006; Windows NT 5.1; Trident/4.0; Fun#ebProducts; Comcast Install 1.0; 
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3.5.30729) 
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Kenneth A To Joanne Berven <jdnevreb@cormnecast.net> 


} the station. We do not have the business district now or in the foreseeable 
Ouron/LMA/OaW/BART % future to entice people to get off downtown. I know there is a new, larger 
42/31/2009 10:41 AM performing arts building in the works, but it would be an occasional venue, 


bee Malcolm QuinUMSQ/OaW/BART 


not a daily one that would justify the cost of bringing BART downtown, 
Subject Re: BART to Livermore[ 


Joanne and Dale Berven 
4654 Andrea Ct. 

Joanne and Dale Berven, Livermore, CA 94550 
925-294-8247 

Thank you for your email, Your message will be shared with the Board of Directors as requested. A copy 
will be provided to our Program Manager for the proposed Livermore Extension. 


Thank you for your interest. 


Kenneth A. Duron 
District Secretary 
San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeside Drive, 23rd Floor, Oakland, California 94612 
510.464.6080, fax: 510.464.6011, email: kduron@bart.gov 
website; www.barl.gov 

Joanne Berven <jdnevreb@comcast.net> 


Joanne Berven 
<jdnevreb@comcast.net> To BoardofDirectors@ben.gov 
12/31/2009 10:39 AM cc ccnletters@bayareanewsgroup.com 


Subject BART to Livermore 


To the Board, 

After attending a meeting at the Robert Livermore Community Center and 
reviewing the Draft EIR, We would like to encourage you to vote for the 
Alternative 1- Greenville East. 


As taxpayers in Alameda County since 1958, we have looked forward to BART to 
Livermore ever since its inception. 


After reviewing the draft EIR, I went downtown and Looked at the area around 
the bus and ACE station, where the |ivermore station could be built and 
decided that there is not enough room along the currently existing tracks for 
BART tracks to be built without SERIOUS disruption along the right of way and 
to the existing buildings and homes in what is outlined as the 'station area’. 
To my way of thinking, there is not enough reason to bring BART downtown. Too 
many people would be displaced without viable alternatives for business and 
housing. 


BART belongs on the freeway where it will have the most impact on freeway 
traffic. (Wasn't that the original intent of BART - transportation?) Yes, the 
freeway would be under more construction for a number of years while the 
tracks are being built, but once finished, it would take far more cars off the 
freeway than the current HOV/HOT lanes that are currently under construction. 


Livermore is not large enough now or in the foreseeable future to support BART 
downtewn. We do not have a major university or county courthouse blocks from 
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Kenneth A To Kristine Biehl <kmbiehl@yahoo.com> 
Duron/LMA/OaW/BART 


12/30/2009 09:56 AM 


cc 
bee Malcolm QuinV/MSQ/Oak/BART 
Subject’ Re: BART to Livermore!) 


Ms. Biehl, 


Thank you for your email, Your message will be shared with the Board of Directors as requested. A copy 
will be provided to our Program Manager for the proposed Livermore Extension. 


Thank you for your interest. 


Kenneth A. Duron 

District Secretary 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 

300 Lakeside Drive, 23rd Floor, Oakland, California 94612 
510.464.6080, fax: 510.464.6011, email: kduron@bart gov 
website: www.barl.gov 
Kristine Biehl <kmbiehl@yahoo.com> 


Kristine BlehI 
<kmbiehi@yahoo.com> To BoardofBirectors@bart.gov 
12/30/2009 09:34 AM cc 


Subject BART to Livermore 


To the full Board, 

Our household is in favor of keeping BART on the freeway, we do NOT want an 
expansion to the downtown Livermore area, It will cost less to keep it on the 
freeway and there will be more room for parking structures. Wheels can bus in any 
visitors from BART to the downtown area. 

BART to downtown Livermore would only cause noise polution and our streets 
would be impacted with riders parking (because we all know that people do NOT 
walk to BART). 

Thank you! 


Kristine Biehl 


Girl Scout Leader/Advisor 
Junior Troop 32007 
Cadelle Troop 31209 
925-447-1519 home 
925-980-4109 cell 


0 Ta info@barttolivermore.org 
12/10/2009 11:00 AM cc 
bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Relow is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Thursday, December 10, 2009 at 12:00:45 


First Name: mary jo 
Last_Name: bierman 
Email: maryjobierfcomcast.net 


Message: 1 think Bart to downtown Livermore is a very bad idea because it 
would stop to close to the high school. Why ask for problems when it is not 
necessary to do so, We have gangs here in Livermore and it would make it so 
easy for rival gangs to come to Livermore and confront the gang members here 
in town. I think the police do a great job for us so why make their jobs any 
harder? 


I say keep Livermore the nice town we have, People feel sate downtown so why 
bring in unnecessary trouble. 

Take Bart to the freeway where access to downtown is not so easy. 

Mary Jo 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 76.103.92.100 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4,0 (compatible; MSIE 8.0; Windows NT 5.1; 
Trident/4.0; GTB6.3; .NET CLR 1.1.4322; InfePath.1; .NET CLR 2,0,50727; ,NET 
CLR 3,0,4506.2152; .NET CLR 3.5,30729) 
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"Boitano, David (GT&D)" To <info@barttolivermore.org> 
<DRB8@PGE.COM> oe 


1/04/2010 07:24 AM 
bee 


Subject BART extension to Livermore 


To whom it may concern, 


I've been a Pleasanton resident for over 30 years and_I'm in favor of the BART extension to Livermore 


along the /-580 median . This \s less costly than other routes, providing easy access and parking for 
drivers coming in from the east. fam NOT in favor of any routes that would take the BART tracks 
through the Staples Ranch and the chain of lakes area to downtown Livermore. A downtown 
Livermore station would force drivers onto surface streets and to compete for limited parking at the 
proposed site. 


Please keep the BART extension to Livermore along the |-680 median, 
Sincerely, 

David R. Boitano 

1446 Groth Circle 

Pleasanton, CA 94566 


- “Dr. Robert Boultier” To info@baritotivermore.org 
4 <drboultier@sbeglobal.net> 


12/31/2009 11:30 PM 


ec 


cc 
bee 


Subject livermore extension 


Bart extension to Livermore 
Dear Sirs, 


lam a resident of Livermore and have been for years. I look forward to the extension into 
Livermore. However the idea of putting a route through the center of town does not make any 
sense or appeal to me. I support the idea only if it is kept along the 580 hwy route. The possible 
dangers, noise and hazards would be reduced with the 580 stations. It would also make the future 
possibility of extending to Tracy more viable. 


Sincercly, 
A concerned Livermore resident 
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Kenneth A To dmbredieygieot com 
Duron/LMA/OaW/BART aa 
bee Malcolm Qui MSO/Oek/BART 
Subject Ro: BART Rote To/Thnu Livermeee() 


12/90/2009 12:29 PM 


My. Brstloy, 


Thank you for your email, Your message will be stared wills the Board of Owectors 83 requesiod. A copy 
will be provided to our Program Manager for the proposed Livermore Extension 


Thank you for your interest. 


Kenneth A. Duron 
District Secretary 
San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
00 Lakeside Drive, 231d Floor, Oakland, California 4612 
§10,464,6080, fax: 510.464.6011, omait: kdurongebart.gov 
website, warw, bunt. gov 

dmbradiey@acl.com 


Ombradiayeaotlcom 
J2ANV20OO 11.28 AM To beantoldirectom@?BART gov 


Please plece the approved route for BART to/thru Livermore on the 550 
route. If the Livermore Mayor and his small vocal group continues to 
press for # Livermore downtown BART route, Please feel free to refuse 
te provide any NAAT route to Livermore, 


The Mayor and 4 tmall vocal seqment of the Livermore City do mot 
represent the majoricy of Livermwiu cusidents on many {asuen such an 
this one, Following 580 for the BART route makes econumic sense as 
well as being 6 Common sense devinion. The Mayor and o smohl = vornal 
seqmont have histarically made decisions that are inherently “rong and 
very costly, In recent years and peice | they ignore the anormenus 
cont to the taxpayors compared to alternatives and alne often donore 
the r9oal needs or lack thereof of the majority of Livermore residents, 


I'd Ilke to see HART begin operations on the S40 coute as | have paid 
increased taxes for decades to avpport BART. fut I don't want to see 
it stert ® roure to downtown Livermore that would be costly, ignerea o 
logically good route just because the Livermore Mayor and a small vocal 
group “want” BART to directly support their expensive Livermore 
theaters. Sometines, nothing Le better than a costly misteke- 


Thank you for your conaigeration. Parlane Bradley) 1325 Windsor Way, 


Livermore, CA 4550 


0 To info@barttolivermore.org 
11/18/2009 01:02 PM ce 
bec 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Contact Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. Tt was submitted by 
() on Wednesday, November 18, 2009 at 14:62:57 


First Name: Danelle 
Last Name: Brady 
Email: danelle_brady@hotmail.com 


Message: The Greenville station, hooking up with the Vasco station to link to 
the ACE train and then to downtown Livermore and off to Pleasanton would make 
it so easy for commuters who come in from the valley and hook up with the ACE 
train or work in San Francisco without having to take a bus or find other 
means of transportation to their employment. It would also increase business 
to the Greenville business parks and downtown Livermore. 


The comments on housing is very challenging in the Tri-Valley. People don't 
want the “city-like" living. They like single family homes with wide open 
spaces. They are willing te drive to a station that offers many types of 
transportation, Stations that have BART, ACE, Wheels, etc in one place is 
valuable. 


Please add my comments to the Greenvile, Vasco, Downtown Livermore route. I 
am yery against the Northfront route. 


Thanks!! 
verifytext: UIMé 
Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 99.25.114.234 

HTTP USER AGENT; Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIF 7,0; Windows NT 6.0; 
FunWebProducts; SLCC1; .NET CLR 2,0.50727; Media Center PC 5.0; .NET CLR 
1.1.4322; .NET CLR 3.5,30729; -NET CLR 3.0,30729) 
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Meryenn Brent 
<m_brentiyahoo,com> 


01/20/2010 04:40 AM 


{ support the hybrid Portola-Junction Ave underground route to downtown and 


Subject BARTRouE 


the above ground route to Varco Rd. This will encourage patrons outside 


Livermore to vinit our downtown while stimulating a sore balanced business aix 


on First St. 


Maryann Brent 
Livermore CA 
(929) 447-0004 


0 To infogPbannolivermore org 
} OW102010 10:11 AM oo 


bec 
‘Subject Inquiry Wor Ihe BART to Livermore Submit Comenonts Page 


felow is the result of your feedback form. It wos submitted by 
() on Sunday, January 10, 2010 at Llrli:02 


First_Name: Virginia 
Last_Name: frown 
Email; qinnybrown30comeant net 


Mossage: As a Livermore resident for about 50 years, 48 4 taxpayer for Bort 
nince the incuption of the syster, and as a frequent user Of Bart services, T 
have the following comment: 


The new atation or stations should NOT BR DOWNTOWN, This is a very bad idea, 
Tt would be Lov expensive. it would nor ald the downtown businesses and 
theaters enough to make it worthwhile, ‘The scope of the disruption during 
possible construction 6 nearly impossible to imagine. 


A station or station at Greenville or Vasco and/or Isabel makew such more 
sense. Commuters coming from the oast on S80 could avail themselves of a Bart 
stop right there at Greenville or Vasco, The citizens of Livermore would also 
have « shocter drive to o Bart statian. 


Firat we had to drive to Hay Falr to get on Bart, Now we drive to 
Qublin/Pleananton to get on Bart. That's @ little better. However, o station 
sunevtiere at the foot of the Altamont maka the most sense to ne, 


The new station at “West Plessantan” Is an absolute boondoggle and sending our 
money down a rathole. Everyone knows it was done atriectly to benefit the 
Stoneridge Mall, The people in the valley can easily travel to the present 
Dublin/Plessanton station. Parking? Well, that's another atory although the 
new garages are @ help. This extra atation - no more than about two milen to 
the west - was really rvally stupid and 

ill-conceived. 


Thank you for listening. 
Virginia L. Brown 


955 Vie Seville 
Livermore CA 


Subait: submit 


eee ee ee eee eens ses ererrsrr ere ae ee eee ee eee ener 


REMOTE_AUDR: 24.4.25,250 
HTTP UBER AGENT: Mozilia/4.0 (compatibles MSIE H.0; Windows WT 9,1; 
Trident /4.0; GTN6,3) 
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To whom it may concern.., 
My take on the various path options that BART officials want to 


take 
T5860 


Another tie in is to have BART with a terminal connecting to ACE. 
The Bl Charro area is trouble waiting to happen since there are 
discussions with Pleasanton populous wanting the 1580 connect to 
Stanley Ave via El Charro. 


Bill 


Bill Buecker 
<bbuecker@gmail.com> 


12/19/2009 01:43 PM 


To info@baritolivermore.org 
ec 
bee 

Subject BART to Livermore 


to extend BART eastward from Pleasanton is the path along 
to Greenville Road. 


To infagpbartio&ivermore.cen 
cc 
bec 


Subject BART to Livermore 


f want to express my atcong preference that BART stations should be in 
downtown Livermore and on Vasco at Lhe Ace station, We have 4 lony 
history of attempted development on the margins of Livermore, «hich 
culminated in the establinahment of our urben growth boundary. 


Downtown and Vasco Road BART stations wil) support compact development 
better than the other options. A downtown station will be the bent fos 
continued downtown development. I also support undergrounding of BARY 
along Portola Avenue. 


Thank you, 
lee Huaby 
3550 Pacific Avenve, 
Livermore, CA 94550 


#1406 
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RART Planning Department 
Dear Sirs; 


| batieve the BART alternatives are an opportunity to Influence growth in ways 
affecting issues beyond simply moving people to and from their destinations. A 
cost basis for the choices is less important, Consider: The central valley has 
struggled against sprawl encroaching rich agricultural land, What can we do that 
is more than of local concern? | think Livermore must adapt itself to an urban 
future - building up instead of out, in the process relieving some of the valley 
growth. 

To this end, the choices should be limited to routes servicing downtown 
Livermore, well designed to overcome naysayer complaints, 


The route with a Livermore station ending al Vasco appears the best choice of 
those I've heard discussed. Leave the chain of lakes untouched. 


Roman Bystroff 
330 Scott St. 
Livarmore, CA 94551 


“mearl campbell" To <info@baritollvermore.org> 
<mearicamp@wecare.net> re 
01/19/2010 04:07 PM his 


Subject Bart to Livermore 


Dear Mr. Quint, 


| suggest that the Bart route that would accommodate the need for efficient transportation for the most 
peoptie is along the 580 Freeway to Greenville. A station at Isabella makes sense because of the College 
nearby. There are many advantages to this plan includes cost, less maintenance, good parking, and 
acceptance throughout the system. Building a subway system into Livermore to accommodate patrons of 
the arts, and | am one of them, would serve to make Bart management look foolish, the cost would 
skyrocket, and the finish date would be unnecessarily prolonged, | live in the Livermore area and drive to 
Dublin to take Bart so any station out this way would be an advantage to me. 


Sincerely, 
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a!) To info@baritolivermore.org 
j 01/19/2010 09:44 PM cc 
bee 
Subject Inquiry frorn the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
{) on Tuesday, January 19, 2010 at 22:44:04 


First Name: Debbie 
Last_Name: Carey 
Email: dearey449@sbcglobal.net 


Message: I would like to see the Bart lines run through downtown Livermore via 
Portola and then on to Vasco Road. I feel this route is vital and will truly 
make our Performing Arts Centers successful and give Livermore the services we 
rightfully deserve. Bart Finally YEAH!!!! 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 69.226.232.251 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 7.0; Windows NT 5.1; 
FunWebProducts; GTB6.3; .NET CLR 1.1.4322; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; .NET CLR 
3.0.4506.2152; .NET CLR 3.5.30729) 


0 To info@bantolivermore.org 
01/20/2010 14;21 AM ce 
bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submil Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
{) on Wednesday, January 20, 2010 at 12:21:50 


First Name: Brian & Joyce 
Last Name: Cartier 
Email: bandj2nd@gmail.com 


Message: We want the BART extension built with an intent to alleviate trafic 
in the 580 corridor. We also want it to minimize the effect the extension will 
have on other land and the quality of life in the Tri-Valley area. There is 
only one solution that accomplishes both goals. Send BART right down the 
median of 580 and put the last stop at the intersection with Greenville and 
the ACE train. That solution makes use of land (the median strip in 580) that 
cannot be used for any other purpose, and it frees land that would be used for 
any other solution to be used for other environmentally beneficial purposes or 
te address other housing/commercial needs. Any other solution makes no sense. 
If there is a requirement for high-density housing to surround the station, 
let Livermore annex the land there and build the housing. Do not propose a 
downtown Livermore solution or any other solution south of land adjacent to 
580. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 99.65,183,7 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 8.0; Windows NT 5.1; 
Trident/4.0; GTH6.3; .NET CLR 1.0.3705; .NET CLR 1.1.4322; Media Center PC 
4.0; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; .NET CLR 3.0.4506,2152; .NET CLR 3.5.30729) 
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0 To info@baniolivermore.org 
01/19/2010 03:42 PM cc 
bec 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Tuesday, January 19, 2010 at 16:42:42 


First_Name: Katie 
Last_Name: Caulk 
Email: k_caulk@yahoo.com 


Message: I support BART along the I-580 medium, specifically, Alternate 1. 1 
might consider Alternate 3 if noise is kept minimal. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 24.5.233.124 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Windows; U; Windows NT 6.0; en-US; rv:1.9.0.17) 
Gecko/2009122116 Firefox/3.0.17 (.NET CLR 3.5.307295) 


0 To info@bantolivermore.org 
01/19/2010 09:12 PM cc 


bee 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
{) on Tuesday, Janvary 19, 2010 at 22:12:48 


First Name: Alma 

Last_Name: Cavite 

Email: alma6400@yahoo.com 

Message: I am sending this e-mail to make my voice be heard that I am AGAINST 
the proposed BART station in downtown Livermore. In my opinion, BART station 
in downtown Livermore will cause congestion, parking problems, noise, and 
crime. 

BART station is best suited along the 580 freeway, specifically 
Vasco/Greenville area. BART station in Greenville will bring business and 
ridership to Wheels bus; Greenville provides ample space for parking. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 69.228.83.183 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/@.0 (compatible; MSIE 7.0; Windows NT 6.0; SLCC1; 
«NET CLR 2.0.50727; Media Center PC 5.0; .NET CLR 3.5.30729; .NET CLR 
3.0.30618; WinNT-PAI 12.08.2009) 
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0 To info@barttolivermore.org 
11/16/2009 08:53 PM co 


bec 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submil Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 


First Name: Teresa 
Last_Name: Ciarfaglio 
Email: tlceiarfaglio@comcast.net 


Message: Have you driven through downtown Livermore recently? Traffic is 
slow, and can actually be crawling, through downtown. I can not imagine the 
additional traffic and parking hassles local residents will have to face with 
people trying to depart from a downtown Livermore station! Downtown Livermore 
is becoming over built as it is with another theatre to be built and now there 
is consideration for a BART station in the middle of town = too much!! I am 
for the Freeway alignment, but not downtown extensions! 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 67.180.55.254 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 8.0; Windows NT 5.1; 
Trident /4.0; .NET CLR 1.0.370S; .NET CLR 1,.1.4322; Media Center PC 4.0; 
Comcast; Comcast; AskTE5.2) 


0 To info@barttolivermore.org 
12/26/2009 07:59 PM ce 
bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Contact Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Saturday, December 26, 2009 at 20:59:13 


Pirst Name: Megan 
Last_Name: Clappin 
Email: Mclappin@comcast .net 


Message: As a Livermore resident, I would like to veice my opposition to the 
BART extension to downtown Livermore. I am not fond of the idea that BART 
will extend to Livermore at all but am especially against the plan to bring it 
to the downtown area. Keep BART out in the highway region like at the 
Dublin-Plessanton station. Parking and traffic are a nightmare downtown as it 
is, I would hate to see it get worse. Keeping out at 580 only makes sense. 
Thank you. 


verifytext: FLWL 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 24,330.250.99 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (iPod; U; CPU iPhone OS 3_1 2 like Mac OS X; 
en-us) AppleWebKit/528,18 (KHTML, like Gecko) Version/4.0 Mobile/7D11 
Safari/528.16 
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Gail Cobe To info@bantolivermore.org 
<gailcobe@comcast.nel> eae 
01/02/2010 08:47 AM Gee 


Subject BART extension to Livermore 


As a long time resident of Pleasanton, one who commutes via BART to 
a job in San Francisco and a supporter of the BART extension, I 
Strongly urge that you stick with the original plan and build along 
the 580 corridor. This is what the citizens supported and expected 
and ask that you respect. 

Thank you, 


Gail Cobe 
gailcobe@comcast.net 


BART to Livermore Extension Program 
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Comments 


Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions concerning the Draft PEIR of the BART to 
Livermore Extension. (Name and contact information optional.) 


Name (please print): Vita Confec tioney- Organization/Business; 
Address: fe O8 3274 City: Stand state: CA zip. ¢S F. 4 


Phone: __ Email: hung a fet @ yahou.com, 


COMMENTS / QUESTIONS: 


Ws fare sa BART stahon from 


Sunol_to (ver more. 


maar 


= BART to Livermore Extension Program 
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fal) To info@barttolivermore.org 
01/22/2010 09:18 AM ce 


bee 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
(} on Friday, January 22, 2010 at 10:18:07 


First_Name: km 

Last_Name: connolly 

Email: kkliddbb@aol.com 

Message: My vote: 

Grenville East along 580. 

It will be a nightmare to have a BART station anywhere else. 

There are so many commuters from Tracy and beyond who could cut their driving 
commute in half by boarding BART at Greenvile and the process would be easy. 
Steering BART into downtown or along Staniey would increase Livermore traffic. 
1f I were commuting from Tracy, I would not be interested tn driving thro 
downtown traffic to park my car in a big parking garage...too time-consuming 


and aggravating. 


Also, who do you think you would be attracting to the downtown area to spend 
money? 


And an elevated BART ?7? Wow - what any eyesore for the Livermore Wine country 
! 


Submir: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 968.207.209.207 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 8.0; Windows NT 5.1; 
Trident/4.0; GTB6.3; .NET CLR 1.0.3705; .NET CLR 1.1.4322; Media Center PC 
4.0) 


Ken Cook To info@barttolivermore.org 
<casaoro@sbeglobal.net> eis 


01/18/2010 09:53 PM Nec 


Subject BART options in Livermore 


Mr. Quint, 


Thave been reading with great interest the cliscussions in the Livermore Independent and the 
Pleasanton Weekly regarding the options presented for an extension for BART into Livermore. I 
understand that you are fielding electronic responses, and I wish to add my voice to those who 
have recommended the alignment along Interstate 580, with stations at Isabel (for connections to 
the college, business park and airport) and at Greenville (with a connection to ACE and to 
provide a station for those commuting into the Bay Area from "over the hill" to ride BART 
instead of driving.) 


I understand that this proposal is the least expensive of those presented, will result in the largest 
increase in ridership, and will relieve the traffic flow on 1580. It will also be less intrusive into 
residential neighborhoods in northeastern Pleasanton, and northwestern Livermore. 


Please add my "vote" (as a voter, BART rider, and Pleasanton resident) with those wise folks 
who have voiced their opinions for the freeway alignment for the BART extension to Livermore. 


Kenneth Cook 
4917 Golden Road 
Pleasanton, CA 94566 
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Kenneth A To soscooper@comcast.net 
Duron/LMA/Oak/BART a : 
01/20/2010 08:40 AM 


bee Malcolm QuinvMSQ/Oak/BART 
Subject Re: BART to Livermore Extension} 


Ms. Cooper, 


Thank you for your email and comments regarding the proposed extension to Livermore. Your message 
will be shared with the Board of Directors and siaff managing the process. 


Thank you, 


Kenneth A. Ouron 
District Secretary 
San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeside Drive, 23rd Floor, Oakland, California 94612 
510.464.6080, fax: 510.464.6011, email: kduron@bart.gov 
website: www.bart.gov 
soscooper@comcasi.net 


soscooper@comeast.nel 
01/18/2010 01:41 PM To boardofdirectors@barl.gov 
cc 


Subject BART to Livermore Extension 


As a 40 year resident of Livermore, 30 of which were as a teacher and administrator in 
Livermore schools, and 18 of which have been as a homeowner and resident in 
downtown Livermore, | urge you to adopt the Isabel/!-580 station, not the Isabel/Stanley 
or Downtown Livermore Stations. Stanley Boulevard and Downtown Livermore are 
highly congested with automobile traffic, and their infrastructures would be further 
weakened with a BART station in either location. 

Sheila Cooper 

2456 Third Street 

Livermore CA 94550 


Dick Corso To info@barttolivermore.org 
<dick,corso@gmail.com> 


12/10/2009 07:31 PM 


Subject BART to Livermore 


I am a 10 year resident of Livermore, haying purchased my home prior 
to the downtown redevelopment and prior to the discussions of BART. I 
bought close to the ACE train station and to downtown at the age of 39 
with the hope that someday the city would have the vision to bring 
commerce, the arts and transportation linking Livermore to the rest of 
the Bay Area, In 9 years, much of that has come true. I live within 
3 blocks of the proposed downtown station and welcome it to the area. 
Livermore cannot maintain it's back in the corner attitude forever. 

It is part of the Bay Area and residents of Livermore do want to have 
a good quality of life. While that includes a quieter life than most 
cities, still includes a connectedness. Many Livermore residents 
chose the city as I did, for the quality of life and for the potential 
that the city would connect. We are growing. We have many fine 
restaurants. We have a beautiful new multi-screen theatre. We have a 
wonderful new performing arts center. We have a world class wine 
district with our own appellation. None of that is just our own, we 
should be sharing it. Teday, we can’t. The worries about crime and 
crowding and all the ho-hum, are just worries. A freeway aligned BART 
route does not solve the problems rapid transit is intended to solve. 
It only brings more. A downtown solution brings people to Livermore 
and from Livermore to the rest of the world. From here, we'll be able 
to hop on a plane in just minutes, after having a loved one drop us 
off near home. From here we'll be able to go to a show in San 
Francisco or Walnut Creek...or have San Franciscans come visit us. A 
downtown aligned station respects the former boundaries of the 
historic Highway 50 and the now busy freight and ACE lines. When the 
Lincoln Highway came through, I am sure those folks who first were 
here were as concerned about crime as some are today and others were 
concern about commerce, Cities grow and change over time. Livermore 
has grown and changed over time. It will continue to deo so. From my 
3 blocks away, I can see the benefits of a Portola/Junction Avenue 
Alignment. It's underground, it's quieter than most other 

solutions. It respects the neighborhoods. It provides for future 
growth. It takes the current ACE connection into consideration and 
opens up a new route from the Central Valley to much of the Bay Area. 
It also lays the basis for the future extension of BART further Bast 
as needed and when needed. BART te Livermore is the right thing. 

BART to Downtown is the only solution that makes sense. BART via 
Portola/Junction takes advantage of the least impacting route. I want 
BART in Livermore and I moved ta Livermore with BART in the Downtown 
future. I purposefully moved close to the downtown railroad right of 
way and I look forward to walking to the station for the first ride 
and many more after that. 


Dick Cerso 
243 Martin Avenue 
Livermore, CA 
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0 To info@bartiolivermore.org 
12/21/2009 11:49 AM cc 


bee 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Contact Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() en Monday, December 21, 2009 at 12:49:48 


First Name: Glenn 
Last_Name: Cox 
Email: coxS@linl.gov 


Message: We are 100% against taking BART into downtown Livermore. The noise 
and invasion of privacy (every 20 mins) is net the reason we moved to 
Livermore 28 years ago. We don't believe anyone would like to hear the trains 
while they are shopping or eating downtown. We believe that continuing the 
track along the freeway as it is in Pleasanton, is the better option for the 
Tri-Valley area. 


We are 100% against a station at Vasco Road. The traffic on Vasce Road is 
already crowded during commute hours and adding more traffic would be a 
nightmare. Also, why would you want to bring a BART track through the 
heighborhoods? Keep it on the freeway where the noise level already exists. 


One of the options being proposed follows El Charro with a station at 
tsabel/Stanley. This option is a reasonable choice. The area is open and would 
allow for an expanded ACE train station as well as adding the required housing 
to support BART. This option would eliminate the train noise down in town and 
around the neighborhoods and keep the traffic off Vasco and Greenville Roads. 


Thank you for considering our comments. 
Glenn and Julie Cox 

529 Rachelle Street 

Livermore 


verifytext: LT4P 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADOR: 128.115.27.11 
HTTP USER AGENT: Mozilla/S.0 (Macintosh; U; PPC Mac OS X Mach-0; en-US; 
rvil.7,12) Gecko/20050915 


oO To info@bantolivermore.org 
/ 01/20/2010 08:21 AM cc 
bee 


Subject inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. Tt was submitted by 
{) on Wednesday, January 20, 2010 at 09:21:05 


First Name: William 
Last_Name: Daily 
Email: calbubba€juno,com 


Message: An extension into downtown Livermore is a mistake of huge 
proportions. [t would not enhance the commuting ability of Livermore 
residence, but it would make Livermore incredibly congested. The logistics are 
formidable and the cost extreme. If you have to extend BART to Livermore 
(which I don't recommend either), then keep it at the freeway where the bulk 
of the central valley commuters, that clog up our roads, will be. Livermore 
would like to maintain a quiet atmosphere where people can walk downtown and 
not be accosted by traffic, huge terminals and parking structures, and hordes 
of people. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 128.115.27,11 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Macintosh; U; Intel Mac OS X 10.6; en-US; 
rv:1.9.1.7) Gecko/20091221 Firefox/3.5.7 
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"Cecilia DAmbrosio" To <info@bartlolivermore.org> a : 
<CDAmbrosio@memorgen.co . Warren Davis To info@bantolivermore.org 
rosio@memorg G <wdavis4000@gmail.com> 


cc 
m> ce 
41/30/2009 10:57 AM bec 01/22/2010 03:28 PM ae 
Subject: Mi i : 
ly vote for Livermore extension Subject Preferred BART route 
i's about time! Keep it accessible to everyone.. ; ‘ . 
I would like to put my two cents into the public record. | want BART to Livermore yesterday, so 
Greenville East Station via 1-580 ease bring it to Isabel because it will be the quickes . We have been paying taxes 
Greenville East Station via Downtown Livermore (2 Options) pl b UR Len saege lb : quickest, and cheapest, We nave: paying ta 
since Christ was a child, do it quickly, do it now. Thank you. Warren Davis, Livermore. 


Vasco Road ACE Station via |-S80/Las Positas 
Vasco Road ACE Station via Quarry/Downtown Livermore 


Cecilia D'Ambrosio 
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0 To info@barttotivermore.org 
11/20/2009 01:26 PM ee 
bee 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Friday, November 20, 2009 at 14:26: 


First Name: Patty 
Last_Name: DeBenedetto 
Email: PattyDe9@aol.com 


Message: I am a resident of Pleasanton and feel strongly that all new BART 
stations are placed along 580 instead of placing them inte the neighborhoods 
er the downtown. The impact on the neighborhoods/Downtown, both existing and 
future ones would be very negative. It would not be fair to ask the 
neighborhoods to deal with the additional crowds, pollution and traffic. Not 
to mention the additional crime that will most surely become an issue as well. 
As for parking being 4 problem if the stations are not located on 580, this 
can be fixed by building larger parking accomodations than one found at 
Dublin/Pleasanton station. This will also help bring about some additional 
revenue for BART. Again I wish to ask you to place all new stations along 580 
and thank you for taking my position inte consideration. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 24.5.218.208 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4¢,0 (compatible; MSIE 8.0; Windows NT 6.0; 
Trident/4.0; SLCCl; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; Media Canter PC 5.0; .NET CLR 
3.5.30729; .NET CLR 3.0.30618) 


0 To info@bantolivermore.org 
11/20/2009 01:52 PM cc 
bec 


Subject inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Friday, November 20, 2009 at 14:52:00 


First_Name: Patty 
Last_Name: DeRenedetto 
Email: PattyOe9@aol.com 


Message: My postion for the Isabel/580 versus Isabel/Stanley station is that 
it should be placed along 580 if you feel there is a need for an additional 
station in that area. My feeling is that the Tri-Valley would see more benefit 
if one station was added in Livermore with the rest of the proposed stations 
being placed in Tracy and beyond. This would help the congestion on 580 much 
more than having all the new stations located in Livermore. As I've stated 
before the new station(s} should be placed along 580, so as not to disrupt the 
neighborhoods and downtown Livermore. Tt is not fair to ask the residents of 
those areas to deal with the additional noise, pollution, people and crime. If 
we wanted public transporation at our door step we would have chosen an area 
that already provided that. As far as parking being a problem if the new 
station(s} are placed along 580, this can be fixed by building ample parking 
for the riders. This will also give BART an additional revenue str! 

eam. Please remember the residents want the new stations along S80!! 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 24.5.218.208 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 8.0; Windows NT 6.0; 
Trident/4.0; SLCC1; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; Media Center PC 5.0; .NET CLR 
3.5.30729; .NET CLR 3.0.30618) 
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"Aldo Del Col” To <info@barttolivermore.org> 
<dadelcol@att.net> o 


01/07/2010 05:59 PM tice 


Subject Draft EIR 


Hi, 


| understand that | may receive a CD-ROM of the BART Extension to Livermore. Please send me one. 


Send to: 


Aldo Del Col 
1706 Grove Way 
Castro Valley, CA 94546 


(510) 886-5967 
dadelcol net 


Thank you 


Aldo 


kosta demiris To info@barttolivermore.org 
© <kostademiris@yahoo.com> a 
11/12/2009 10:29 AM 
bee 


Subject comments on BART PDEIR 


To whom it may concern, 


I feel that the Downtown location for a station is the #1 choice for most people from Livermore 
and the valley. I think that location would be great for livermore, b/c it already has a parking 
structure to support parking. It would be great for local business as well. 


The others are a tough call. I do think Stanley/Isabel Road is a great location too and can support 
tons of commuters, It has the space for parking and infrastructure...Las Positas College is nearby 
and there already is a Bart bus stop park/n/ride nearby. 


Thank you for your attention to this matter, help us bring BART to Livermore! 
Konstantine Demiris 


590 Escondido Circle 
Livermore, CA 94550 
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Niki Demiris To info@bantolivermore.org 
<nikidemiris@yahoo.com> re 


11/12/2009 10:33 AM bes 


Subject comments on DEIR 


To whom it may concern, 


I feel that the Downtown location for a station is the #1 choice for most 
people from Livermore and the valley. I think that location would be great 
for livermore, b/c it already has a parking structure to support parking. It 
would be great for local business as well. 


The others are a tough call. I do think Stanley/Isabel Road is a great 
location toc and can support tons of commuters. It has the space for parking 
and infrastructure...Las Positas College is nearby and there already is a Bart 
bus stop park/n/ride nearby, 


Thank you for your attention to this matter, help us bring BART to Livermore! 
Niki Demiris 


590 Escondido Circie 
Livermore, CA 94550 


peter Demiris To info@bantolivermore.org 
<peterdemiris@yahoo.com> ge 
14/12/2009 10:30 AM finn 


Subject comments on Bari to Livermore DEIR 


To whom it may concern, 


I feel that the Downtown location for a station is the #1 choice for most 
people from Livermore and the valley. IT think that location would be great 
for livermore, b/c it already has a parking structure to support parking. It 
would be great for loca) business as well. 


The others are a tough call. I do think Stanley/Isabel Road is a great 
location too and can support tons of commuters. It has the space for parking 
and infrastructure...Las Positas College is nearby and there already is a Bart 
bus stop park/n/ride nearby. 


Thank you for your attention to this matter, help us bring BART to Livermore! 


Feter Demiris 


§90 Escondido Circle 
Livermore, CA 94550 
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discodana@aol.com To info@barttolivermore.org 


q 11/17/2009 02:29 PM cc 


Subject placement 


While I'm happy that Bart will be coming to Livermore and hopefully be extended to Tracy and Modesto so 
that many of my coworkers will no longer have to commute lo Pleasanton any longer 

. Lam disturbed that putting a station anywhere near downtown is even an option. Upon looking at the 
map you've provided, it would seem that the Isabel 580 station would be the most appropriate location. 
The access ability to the college would encourage so many more students to take advantage of the 
opportunity to get an education 

that currently live in the surrounding areas and may not have access to a car. I've also been told that 
there are plans to eventually put a mall in at close proximity to that location, My second choice would be 
Greenville east because it may still encourage participating drivers from Tracy to park and ride to their 
final destinations. The lab location near Vasco would be a security nightmare and | doubt seriously that 
the Government would allow it, as well as the fact that most Lab Workers live in the surrounding 
neighborhoods, such as mine. 


While the downtown location would be convenient, it would also interrupt the quiet that has already 
become so invaded. | moved here in 2001...shortly after the freeway noise began to loudly travel my way 
during commuter times. The air quality as been impeded by the increasing amount of private and public 
use of the airport and the extended times to which they are used..as well as the sounds of the planes 
engines over head while I'm trying to sleep for an early work day. Having BART in a further out location 
will bring jobs to Livermore by employing more bus personnel plus possibly convince an incoming 
corporation lo lease a where house in the Greenville location that up until now has been silting empty. AS 
a Fedex Employee | am well aware of the necessity to bring business to our station by luring and building 
business in the community. Commuting is a huge factor and one that can not be ignored, 


Bart in Pleasanton was put in a place where there was business development and apartment housing that 
existed prior. People who rented these knew there might be noise and could choose to move somewhere 
else, If you put the station there we can't. We can't sell our homes..we have no money...and yet we're 
paying taxes so that you can build this extension. Where would you want your GART Station??2? 


Sincerely, 
Dana Denardo 
Livermore Resident 


"Jill Denton” To <info@bartiolivermore.org> 
<jill@jilidenton,com> os 
01/03/2010 10:59 PM 

bec 


Subject Stick with the original plan, BART! 


| say NO to options with an aerial bridge across Pleasanton. 

For 20 years, BART has planned to extend service to Livermore along the 1-580 meridian. This remains 
the most cost-effective plan that provides easy access for drivers from Livermore and San Joaquin Valley. 
Stick with the original plan, BART! 

Jill Denton 

Pleasanton resident 
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Ajay Dhillon To info@barttolivermore.org 
<adhillon@tajsy.com> nf 


12/28/2009 10:26 AM 
bee 


Subject PEIR 


TI am a resident of Pleasanton and often go to Livermore Costco via 
Isabel and Airline Blvd. I think the best option for the extension is 
via Portola Ave to Downtown and then to Greenville... The Isabel station 
will be good for the commercial area north of the freeway and the Los 
Positas college. Having a station on Isabel/Stanley would not make any 
sense plus it will disturb all the plans by City of Pleasanton for El 
Charro. 


Thanks 
Ajay Dhillon 


1315 hearst Dr 
Pleasanton Ca 94566 


To info@barttolivermore.org 
cc 
bec 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Thursday, January 21, 2010 at 17:4 18 


First Name: David 
Last_Name: Dial 
Email: ddial@livermoreperformingarts.org 


Message: The downtown Livermore and Vasco alternatives proivde the most 
favorable outcomes while minimzing the impacts of bringing BART to Livermore, 
Use of the suggested underground approach to Downtown at Portola Avenue would 
allow for the benefits of following the I580 median for the longest distance. 
The Downtown station would provide the greatest TOD and continue the City’s 
revitalization of the Downtown core. It would also provide easy access to the 
artists and patrons of the Livermore Performing Arts Center theaters. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADOR: 76.245.41,75 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 8.0; Windows NT 6.1; 
Trident/4.0; GTBG6.3; SLCC2; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; .NET CLR 3.5.30729; «NRT CLR 
3.0.30729; Media Center PC 6.0; MDOR; InfoPath.2) 
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Janice Diane To Info@hbantolivermore.org 


D <ladyid@oomcest.net> cc friends@friendsoflivermore.org 
01/21/2010 05:10 PM as 


Subject BART to Livermore stations 


I strongly favor the Downtown - Vasco Road oprion (via Portola underground). 
We've put a great deal of time, effort and money into revitalizing our 
Livermore downtown area; now let's make it easy and convenient for residents 
and visitors to get there! Also, it will be absolutely essential to have a 
downtown BART station when our plans for a large 1800-seat theatre are 
realized. Livermore residents alone will not be enough to support this large 
an enterprise and we need to make our downtown accessible to other Bay Area 
residents. 


I oppose both freeway intercept stations and all of the “Quarry Routes", The 
Vasco station would have the ACE connection and potential for Transit 
Oriented Development (TOD), plus sufficient parking for commuters AND local 
residents who want to use BART during non-commute hours. 


While I realize that an underground downtown station will be more expensive 
than other options, I consider it a "must do", Livermore citizens have paid 
extra sales tax for BART for over 40 years. The time has come for us to get 
the most needed and best possible service from BART, with the least negative 
impact (e.g. noise, increased traffic), That why I favor the optien ef the 
underground down Portola/Junction te a downtown subway station and then 
proceeding (at grade) to a terminal station at the Vasco Road Ace station. 


Respectfully submitted, 


Janice Diane 
Livermore resident 


0 To info@bantolivermore.org 
11/23/2009 04:09 PM cc 
bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Monday, November 23, 2009 at 17:09:22 


First Name: Susan 
Last_Name: Diaz 
Email: sdiaz@homeguard,com 


Message: I just bought my very first house here in livermore and the ace train 
runs right behind my house, no way do we want a Bart train running through 
here at all hours, look what you are going to do to our property value by 
doing this not to mention the noise and un ruley people it would bring to 
Livermore, keep it on the freeway and out of our neighborhood! 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 67.152.85.2 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 8.0; Windows NT 5.1; 
Trident/4.0; PunWebProducts; .NET CLR 1.1.4322; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; .NET CLR 
3,0,4506,2152; .NET CLR 3.5.30729) 
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BART to Livermore Extension Program 
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Comments 


Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions concerning the Draft PEIR of the BART to 


Livermore Extension. (Name and contact information gptional.) 
Name (please print): ! AOL 2 0; CHM OL certcanonaiamiaes: Oe’ ote O0ACH Ie 
Address: S20 Ea 4 VE _______ Giy Or: Kk iA State: Cho: Tot iv 


phone: 110 FAO A Phy Email: 


COMMENTS / QUESTIONS: 


2 chtese Al goer A\t gn meat le bfeenville ' bide Git. — 
Lt Fike \-5 60 ill Yedvie Apert arA 


Wega ie oe tl, aad _peoeide Feline oypelende, be evled Lue Pree 
over the Altamont aod. eee ee a 


——> 


wast 
ba = BART to Livermore Extension Program 


BART to Livermore Extension Program 
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Comments 


Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions concerning the Draft PEIR of the BART to 
Livermore Extension. (Name and contact information optional.) 


Name (please print): i yi Organization/Business: N | 4 


address: 374 Chuvch St cy, LIVerQMove site 2p YEO 
Phone: (925) 4Y 9-363 Email: _ 


COMMENTS / QUESTIONS: IY) lbackkqvound aS cuveentHy live Q 


Fe et pe ae 
i ived i block ews the E.| Cerprites BART 


10. Yo 198, 


because 


pens "5 t_epeneel in lg2 
aE os eek Pa tates 
_150 sea} the atte is Not the Ceason to = ind 
Mul tt VA 

would be @ use Love Commuters parking 

Co es unworn, Cie eee 


Winentes., es shu tthas 


to the 
8Q 
Noise v&+Hw trams, how far oe hou cee ae jue, is VOU 


} ee ee ee eRe eee 
SS SSS SSeS 
————————— ba = = GART to Livermore Extension Program 
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(arrpaisy ee Te See 0 To info@bantolivermore.org 
<md3761@att.com> os 12/31/2009 04;14 PM ce 
11/06/2009 12:13 PM bee bee 
Subject Re-Think the BART Extension to Livermore... ee Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 
1 live on Bl Rancho Drive right here in Livermore. The proposed BART RBalow is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
extension program runs right past my home. MY HOME! I disapprove of this () on Thursday, December 31, 2009 at 17:14:47 
path to down town Livermore. Please do not bring BART to downtown ff a ate meneame mm aa mm RE me me eS SSS 
Livermore. Run it a long the 580 hwy with a BART station and parking 
located near by. You do not see BART traveling to down town Pleasanton First Name: chris 
or Dublin. Why would I stand for a BART train going past my home every z 
20 minutes with people looking down into the yards...blowing their train Last Name: duncan 
herns and causing vagrancy and crime? Isn't our privacy just as a 
important as the residents cf Pleasanton or Dublin? Let's take BART fmail: chri nduncan@ il.ec 
through Ruby Hill. This is not my ideal situation, I'd ilke to know who reer ne Ba seat 
ia compensate me for any equity that is lost of my property as well. IT Message: I think the biggest improvement that BART can do is extend service to 
io not think spin has been a well thought out program...go back to the livermore, especially the greenville line. The enviornment benefits are great. 
drawing board! A huge reduction in traffic on 1-580! as a Tracy resident who commutes to San 


francisco I know this first hand. 2nd, A huge carbon footprint would be 
reduced due to the fact that the people from the valley would drive less miles 
te reach the station. Lt will bring more money to the local economies of the 
livermore and the tracy region by making bart more accessible for the 
manteca/modesto region, It will also clean up the middle section of i-S80 
which is filled with nothing but dead trees that seperate the north and south 
bound lanes of the freeway. The economic and enviornmental benefits outweigh 
if at all anyway negative impacts. Less congestion on the freeway reduces 
chances of car accidents that occur on the freeway as well as giving commuters 
a piece of mind to relax knowing the daily commute home will not be the u! 
sual horrific scene that starts everyday at 4pm from i680south to north 
livermore avenue. 


Mara Dobbins 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 71.158.243,.2 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 {compatible; MSIE 6.0; Windows NT 5.1; SV1l; .NET 
CLR 1.1.4322) 
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BART to Livermore Extension Program 


mark eckart Ta info@barttolivermore.org Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
<mark@|ustjudy,com> co judy@justiudy.com, mark@justjudy.com Comments 
12/13/2009 02:36 PM rile ie 
: Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions concerning the Draft PEIR of the BART to 
Subject BTL comment Livermore Extension. (Name and contact information optional.) 
Name (please print): _ /Om © and s Organization/Business;_ 
We have supported BART since we moved to Livermore in 1982; BART has enabled our family Address: 325% Arbor Or. City: Pleas au fon State: Zip: 14565 
to take reliable and fast public transportation to San Francisco, Oakland, and Berkeley, More x : 
recently, BART has become the most rational way to get to and from SFO. Our enthusiasm has Phone; 425~ 485-3573 Emait:__temednaads @ hefmras {Com 


not been constrained by a concern for the changes to downtown Livermore, as we always 


imagined BART along the 580 corridor: station and parking (including long-term). COMMENTS / QUESTIONS: 


We have little interest in BART as a vehicle for others to visit Livermore as a destination. = 
1) Implying that BART would be a tremendous boon for employees and visitors traveling to Prefer r ou Ak s e d o nt go NET hes = 
LLNL seems specious, as those who live in the Tri-Valley area and Eastern Contra Costa County 
would not use BART for travel to the lab; those who live in the Central Valley have no BART 
choice to LLNL; and those who live in San Francisco, Berkeley, and Oakland represent a small 
population (although they would be well served by a Vasco Road or Greenville station). 


2) BART to downtown Livermore would be disruptive along Portola and Junction, noisy as ee ee ee os Si nen eta ene i 
elevated west and east of downtown Livermore, and of little added value to residents of 
Livermore and Pleasanton. And having heard Len Alexander, an LYPAC consultant and its 
former executive director, speak more than once about the non-overlap of theater in Livermore _ 
with theater in Berkeley and Oakland, we are not clear who would use BART to visit downtown 
for theater activities. 


3) Promoting BART in downtown Livermore as a way to support downtown businesses 
supposes that taxpayers of Livermore want local businesses to depend on customers who travel 
to Livermore by BART, We do not want that, ee : = 


So, for us the most credible alignment is Alternative 4 as specified in the PEIR:; Isabel at 
580. Se a Eee Sean a a ee ee ee ee er 


With no significant clevated or underground, the only other alignment that we find 
acceptable is Alternative 1: Greenville East. ——SS SS =o 


Mark and Judy Eckart nen — _ 
2569 Walker Place 
Livermore 94550 
925-443-9997 
mark@justjudy.com 
judy@justjudy.com 


saat 


——> 


= BART to Livermore Extension Program 
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0) To info@bantolivermare.org 
11/20/2009 06:55 AM ce 


bee 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Contact Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Friday, November 20, 2009 at 07:55:50 


First Name: Kim 

Last Name: Egbert 

Email: Kbegbert@aol.com 

Message: Please use common sense. Keep Bart out of local neighborhoods and on 
the freeway where it belongs. I haven't supported Bart all these years in 
ordrer to have it & all it's congestion in my backyard! 

verifytext: SVWL 

Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 207.200.116.135 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 7.0; AOL 9.1; ACLBuild 
4334.5006; Windows NT 5.1; Trident/4.0; FunWebProducts; Comcast Install 1.0; 
GTB6; .NET CLR 1.1.4322; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; .NET CLR 3.0.4506.2152; .NET CLR 
3.5.30729) 


0 To info@baritolivermore.org 
01/11/2010 05:49 PM cc 
bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Monday, January 11, 2010 at 18:49:12 


First_Name: suzanne 
Last_Name; eggers 
Email: eggerstwo@yahoo, com 


Message: Both my husband, David, and I feel very strongly that Bart should go 
down the 1-580 medium to either Vacco or Greenville Rd. Cost of course is a 
big issue, but aside from that it makes no sense for Bart to go into downtown 
Livermore--they could have a shuttle from Bart to downtown. I'm very 
surprised they would waste time with these other options. 


Thank you, 
Suzanne & David Eggers 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 771.202.166.197 

HTTP. USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIF 8,0; Windows NT 5.1; 
Trident/4.0; GTB6; .NET CLR 1.1.4322; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; .NET CLR 
3.0.04506.30; .NET CLR 3.0.4506.2152; .NET CLR 3.5.30729) 
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0 To info@bantolivermore.crg 
/ 01/06/2010 06:42 PM ce 


bec 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
(} on Wednesday, January 6, 2010 at 19:42:44 


Pirst_Name: Dennis 

Last_Name: Elchesen 

Email: dennis elchesenfcomcast .net 

Message: I've lived in Livermore since 1969. Over the last few months, I've 
read everything that I could find in the newspapers and on-line regarding the 
BART to Livermore proposals. While I appreciate the potential benefits of a 
downtown BART station in Livermore, I feel that any future BART stations 
should be located along the highway 580 route, 


Lf only one Livermore BART station can be built, then I think it should be on 


highway 580, near Greenville Rd.. That location would enable many of the 
thousands of drivers who commute from the Central Valley each work day to park 
their cars and get onto the BART trains. The next most useful BART station 


would be at the scon-to be-constructed 580/Isabel interchange. That Location 
would be useful to students at Las Positas and to commuters who are headed 
south to Silicon Valley and San Jose. 


Personally. I would use either of those two 580 highway BART stations to 
travel to Oakland or San Francisco. I would be much less likely to use a 
downtown Livermore BART station because ¥ would be concerned about finding a 
parking space. 


I also support BART stations along highway S80 because they would be much less 
expensive to build than a downtown Livermore station. 


Submit: Submit 
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0 To info@barttotivermore.org 
01/17/2010 11:51 AM cc 
bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
{) on Sunday, January 17, 2010 at 12:51:53 


First Name: Dennis 
Last_Name: Elchesen 
Email: dennis_elchesen@comcast.net 


Message: I'm 64 years old and I've lived in Livermore since 1969. Tf only 
one Livermore BART station can be built, then I favor Alignment 1 (Greenville 
East). If two Livermore BART stations can be built, then I favor Alignment 1 
(Greenville East} and Alignment 4 (Tsabel I-580). 


To me, the main reason to bring BART to Livermore is to get cars off of I-580 
during commute hours. Stations along I-580 would accomplish that the best. 

Stations along 1-580 would alse be much less expensive to construct than the 

alternatives. 


I'm oppesed to any BART route that would pass through the Chain of Lakes area 
for both environmental and aesthetic reasons. I'm opposed to bringing BART 
to downtown Livermore because that route would be very disruptive te residents 
who live in the nearby residential neighborhoods. I'm also opposed to a 
downtown station because of the adverse effects on traffic and parking. 


Having a shuttle service between the I-S80 BART stations and downtown 
Livermore during special events would be useful. 


Submit: Submit 
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0 To info@barttolivermore.org 
11/06/2009 12:48 PM cc 


bec 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Priday, November 6, 2009 at 13:48:09 


First Name: Kristen 
Last_Name: Emery 
Email: kristen_emery#yahoo.com 


Message: My name is Kristen Emery. I am a home owner and resident of 
Livermore. T realize you are looking fer environmental impacts with this 
survey. However, I would like you think of something else as well. I am very 
concerned {and against) BART going into Livermore...specifically the people it 
brings into the area/town. I will give you an example. I! can drive down 
Owens in Pleasanton and see homeless people. This never happened prior to 
Bart going in. In addition, my company (which is located next to Bart) has 
had to increase security due to the fact they found homeless people wondering 
the halls as well as had people breaking into cars. If this “must” go into 
Livermore please keep it on the freeway. Please do not bring this into town. 


Kristen Emery 


verifytext: ULPO 
Submit: Submit 
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0 To info@barttolivermore.org 
11/20/2003 01:37 PM cc 
bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. it was submitted by 
{) on Priday, November 20, 2009 at 14:37:54 


First Name: Patrick 
Last Name: Emmert 
Email: qopusi988@yahoo. com 


Message: This project is an obscene waste of money that neither BART nor the 
Bay Area can afford. 


Proposing $4 BILLION dollar extensions to a city of 75 thousand is the 
definition of insane, and apparently the people of Livermore don't even want 
it to go through town - but up on the freeway median which makes the project 
even more of a costly waste. 


The fact that BART doesn't even have the money to maintain the system that it 
currently has and is short on finding money to finish the questionable San 
Jose extension makes this entire exercise a complete joke. 


If BART wants te build something like a DMU eBART commuter rail type system 
that MIGHT make some sense, but this project is a worse than complete waste of 
money, time and resources. 


IT will vote against my BART board member who supports this project and will 
actively work to make sure this project gets canceled. 


Submit: Submit 
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0 To info@bantolivermore.org G Farmer To info@barttolivermore.org 
01/19/2010 07:16 PM cc <generaltito@sbeglobal.net> es 
bie 01/08/2010 08:35 PM he 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page Subject BART to Livermore Program EIR 
Below is the result of your feedback form, It was submitted by 
{) on Tuesday, January 19, 2010 at 20:16:57 info@barttolivermore.org 
First_Name: Beth I would like to see the 1-580 to Greenville Road plan used with ample parking for commuters. 
Last_Name: Erbert 
ie G, Farmer 
Email: betherbert@sbeqlobal .net Pleasanton 


Message: I like the idea of the BART station being on Vasco along with the ACE 
train, however, I would like parking preference for Livermore drivers. It 
would be a shame if the parking lots all fill up with early morning commuters 
from out of town and the Livermore residents still would need to drive to 
Pleasanton to take BART. 


Submit: Submit 
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margaret fazio To info@bantolivermore.org 
<mamafaz@sbcglobal.net> 


12/07/2009 08:39 PM 


cc 
bec 
Subject Comment on the FIR 


BART Planning Department 
Attn: Malcolm Quint 


RE; BART extension to Livermore 


Won't be able to attend the meetings, so wanted to let you know that | am in favor of keeping 
BART on 580 and not in downtown Livermore. 


‘Phanks for allowing me an option to participate. 
Margaret Fazio 

454 Dover Way 

Livermore, CA 94551 


Kenneth A Te bobferro@sbeglabal.net 
Duron/LMA/Oak/BART ‘ 
12/29/2009 08:23 AM 


bee Malcolm Quin’/MSO/Oak/BART 
Subject Re: Livermore route) 


Mr. Ferro, 


Thank you for your email. Your message will be shared with the Board of Directors as requested. A copy 
will be provided to our Program Manager for the proposed Livermore Extension. 


Thank you for your interest. 


Kenneth A, Duron 

District Secretary 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 

300 Lakeside Drive, 23rd Floor, Oakland, California 94612 
510.464.6080, fax: 510.464.6011, email: kduron@bart.gov 
website: www.bart.gov 


bobferro@sbeglobal.net 
bobferro@sbeglobal,net 
12/28/2009 03:28 PM To boardofdirectors@BART gov 
Please respond to cc 


bobferro@sbcglobal.net : 
: Subject livermore route 


As a 41 year resident of livermore and the Valley, I encourage you to keep the 
proposed extension route on I 580 and NOT route it through the city. Thank 
you 

Bob Ferro 925 455 8414 
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"Fischer, Raymond ACMC" To <info@bantolivermore.org> 


aps <rfischer@acmedctr.org> Jim Folta <folta1 @linl.gov> To info@barttolivermore.org 
i 12/29/2009 08:07 AM = 01/12/2010 05:52 PM ce pegsemail@gmail.com, efolta@comcast.net, 
bee hfolta@gmail.com 


bec 
Subject My Preference on BART to Livermore 


Subject Livermore BART EXtension 


As a homeowner along the proposed route along Los Positas Rd and Mines Road, | would : . 
definitely oppose that route due to noise. The airport noise is already sufficient without adding Dear BART planners: 


BART train noises. James and Peggy Folta prefer the option where BART has 2 stops: 


1) One in downtown Livermore to enable "no-car" patronage of the 
Pp g 


| would prefer the El Charro route since it already follows the existing railroad right-a-way existing and future performing arts theatres, and the rest of the 
through downtown Livermore. downtown, Running part of the line underground seems like a 
wonderful idea to mitigate impact. 
‘ “5 i Ss alle 
This route make the most sense for the further infrastructure build out of downtown Livermore 2} A second stop on 1-580 in the eastern part of the: valley to sorve 


central valley commuters. Getting commuters off the freeway east of 


and provides the most convenient service to the residents of Livermore. Vasco seems like a good idea since Vasco is used by Brentwood commuters- 


The Portola Ave route disturbs too many residents. Also Portola Ave was just recently widen to Our philosophy is to “do it right the first time", even if that means 
four lanes from two lanes near 1580. Why destroy a roadway that is only a couple years old. year 7 ir Macca years for the funding to be put in place to build 
@ quality system. 


Raymond M. Fischer 


- Sincerely, 
Sr. Financial Analyst James and Peggy Foita 
Financial Planning and Analysis 2201 Sevillano Ct. 
QIC 22104 Livermore, CA 94550 


TEL 510-535-7469 
FAX 510-535-7542 
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Jim Folia <foltai @IIn|,gov> To Info@banttolivermore.org 
01/19/2010 03:31 PM eC pegsemail@gmail.com 
bee 


Subject BART to Livermore input 


Dear BART planners; 


James and Peggy Folta prefer the following option for the BART to 
Livormore design: 


We support a hybrid route going underground from the freeway down 
Portola and Junction Avenues to a subway station downtown and then 
proceeding on the surface in the Union Pacific right of way to the 
ACE station at Vasco Road. This would eliminate the problems and 
concerns connected with the “Quarry Routes", which we oppose. It 
would also eliminate a rail yard next to the historic Trevano Road 
district. The Vasco station has TOD potential, ACE connection and 
would fill the freeway intercept function without being on the 


freeway. It would also give more opportunity for local residents to park 


there. 


Our philosophy is to “do it right the first time", even if that means 
waiting a few more years for the funding to he put in place to build 
a quality system, 


Sincerely, 

James and Peggy Folta 
2201 Sevillano Ct- 
Livermore, CA $4550 


James/MewLing Fong To <info@bantolivermore.org> 
<|mifong@hotmail.com> e 

2/08: 1:38 

12/08/2009 01:38 AM bes 


Subject homeowner comment..... 


Dec 8 

Public transportation should be linked and convenient to other transit systems. 
BART should dis-incent private vehicle use and encourage access to commerce & 
businesses, 

IT recommend routes: 1A, or 1B, or 2 A. 


Thank you, 
James Fong 
Pleasanton, CA 94588 


Chat with Messenger straight from your Hotmail inbox. Check jt out 
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"Anne pos To <info@bantolivermore.org> 

MCcast| > 
“senna_foxgoomoast niet cc <BobBaltzer@comcast.net>, <cdd@di.livermore.ca.us> 
01/21/2010 03:39 PM 8 


Subject Fw: BART comments - BART to Livemore 


Dear Mr. Quint, 


| am a Pleasanton resident, and have sent this letter regarding the support of BART through Staples 
Ranch to downtown Livermore via your www.barttolivermore.org website in response to the DEIR request 
for comments. | am ccing this to Friends of Livermore as well as Livermore's Community Development 
Director Marc Roberts. 


I just wanted to make sure in case the letter did not get through, that you had a copy of it. 


Note that in a previous city council prior to the departure of Pleasanton's Planning Director Brian Swift, the 
idea of transit in some form (rail or BART) down El Charro had been discussed as well as a transit hub in 
East Pleasanton somewhere up and down El Charro Road. This was in a discussion involving BART 
routes and a DMU rail option. Note former mayor Tom Pico's comments below “He suggested that using 
the El Charro route is probably politically and technically feasible" in an article from the Independent. | 
was at that Pleasanton city council meeting and | assure you that BART representatives were there. 


| do not know why Pleasanton seems to have had a sudden case of “amnesia” about these discussions. 
Pleasanton was not dlindsided as discussed in the press --- these discussions occurred in the 2003 
timeframe. 


Thanks 
Anne Fox 


----- Original Message ----- 

From: Anne Fox 

To: Pugh, Richard 

Ce: Brian Arkin 

Sent: Thursday, January 21, 2010 2:29 PM 
Subject: BART comments 


fyi---I sent this in through the www.barttolivermore.org site. 


Hello, 


My name is Anne Fox and |am a Pleasanton resident. | support the BART alignments that turn south at 
£1 Charro and go through the Chain of Lakes to downtown Livermore and then turn back toward 1-580 
toward its eventual terminus toward Greenville Rd and/or Vasco Rd, 


| used to be on the Pleasanton Planning Commission and | can assure you (see articles below) that 
Pleasanton has always supported transit down El Charro Road, See the articles below. That is until it 
decided to develop Staples Ranch, 


Pleasanton has recently ‘planned’ (though | used that term loosely) an ill-conceived project for senior 
housing in Staples Ranch under the flight path of the take off pattern of Livermore Airport as well as an 
auto dealer. The noise in that area makes it not suitable for residential housing, because itis just outside 
the APA (Airport Protection Area), 


Pleasanton, not to my surprise, is trying to influence where Livermore places its own BART stations. 
Livermore should decided where it chooses to place its own BART stations. After all, the city of Hayward 
did not attempt to influence where Pleasanton had its BART stations. 

Regarding proposed BART stations around 1-680, Livermore has time and time again defeated housing 
proposals for decades in the area north of |-580 around the eventual connection to Isabel. This land, 
owned by the Lin land development conglomerate and Weyerhauser, should never be developed for 
housing. Livermore and the residents of Alameda County, through Measure D, have determined that this 
land should remain free from residential urban sprawl. The recent attempts by Shea/Lin and then Pardee 
to develop this fand have failed, 

It would be ill-advised for BART to attempt to place a BART station or housing within that highly contested 
area adjacent to Lin)Weyerhauser, Proposed housing in North Livermore is outside the UGB and it will 
never succeed in getting developed. | would suggest thal you discuss this with Marc Roberts, Community 
Development director of the City of Livermore as he would probably concur with that assessment. 


Ideally, the outlying BART stations should meet up with an ACE station so that there can be close to direct 
connectivity between those two systems. 


\ appreciate you taking the time to read this letter. 

If you have any questions, please email me at anne_fox@comeast net 
Thank you, 

Anne Fox 

Pleasanton CA 

(articles are attached below) 

Pleasanton weighs in on BART rail alternatives 

Published Thursday, August 14, 2003, in the Livermore Independent 
Pleasanton OK with El Charro for Transit 


There will be no transit teains traveling through current residential 
areas of Pleasanton if the city council has anything to say about it. 


The council voted 4 to 1 to remove a proposal that would have 
provided for light rail service through currrent Pleasanton 
neighborhoods to the Hacienda Business Park and the BART station. 


The council then voted 4 to 1 to study other options, including 
extending transit along El Charro, The council also supported looking 
at every option for transit up and down the 1-680 corridor. 
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There was unanimous support on the part of the council to study BART 
extending down the 1-580 median. The council added a request to study 
aconnection to ACE and any other intermodal transit at Greenville. 


Kay Ayala supported only full BART to Livermore, She suggested that 
the |-580 Transit Committee needs to go back to the drawing board and 
bring in something more realistic than itis proposing now. 


The council considered four options that the BART/I-580 Corridor 
Transit Committee is proposing to include in environmental studies. 
Three of the options include rail service that begins in Tracy, goes 
through Livermore then down Stanley Bivd. In Pleasanton routes 
include one through the city and another along El Charro Road, Both 
of these options then use the Iron Horse Trail to go north to Walnut 
Creek. A third proposal would take the train along El Charro then use 
Dougherty Road to travel north. The fourth option would be full BART 
down the 1-580 median to Greenville Road in Livermore. 


In addition to BART technology, the study would look at light rail 
and a DMU (diesel multiple unit), 


Matt Campbell wanted to study all of the options. "Just because we 
study something, doesn't mean it would go forward. This is a 

political decision we're making." Campbell said the study would 
provide economic information, as weil as any opposition to the 
Proposal, The information could add weight to Pleasanton’s opposition 
to trains traveling through Pleasanton. 


Councilmember Steve Brozosky said he hates to see money spent looking 
at something that is not going to happen, such as bringing the trains 
through Pleasanton. 


Jennifer Hosterman supported looking al a complete tist of transit 
options, then using the information to focus on the best option, “if 
there is one.” She did not want to narrow the scope of the study. 
However, she added, if studying transit through Pleasanton makes 
people fearful, “let's shelve it.” 


Mayor Tom Pico offered the view that the route through Pleasanton is 
not “realistic. We should send a clear signal that we don't want the 
train going through Pleasanton.” He said that he did not think use of 
the Iron Horse Trail would be acceptable to residents. “Politically, 

any proposal to bring rail transit through residential neighborhoods 

is probably dead on arrival in Pleasanton." He suggested that using 
the El Charro route is probably politically and technically feasibie. 


There is a need to study options for the future, added Pico. We need 
to provide alternative ways for people to get in and out of 
Pleasanton, to places where people work. ACE has major limitations, 
because it shares tracks with freight traffic. The freight traffic is 
expanding 


Jeff Knowles, city traffic engineer, said the city staff is primarily 


concerned about the pricetag. He offered the opinion that proceeding 
with any of the transit projects as proposed could take funds away 
from other transportation projects for decades. Projects of interest 

to Pleasanton, he said, are the widening of highway 84 and completion 
of a flyover from 580 to 680, both of which have greater benefit for 
Pleasanton. 


Knowles suggested that using bus service to connect ACE and BART 
would cost less. ACE takes care of commuters traveling from the 
Central Valley to San Jose. This option is not included in the study. 


Ayala said it didn't matter which option was selected. The roads 
would still be congested. 


Knowles said that on-ramp metering instituted recently by Pleasanton 
has done a lot more to reduce congestion than the rail transit 

project would in its lifetime, Knowles declared, “It's transit 

expansion. I'm looking for congestion relief. No matter how much 
traffic the transit project takes off the road, there is residual 

traffic that will replace it. There is not enough capacity per hour 

for passengers in transit to make a substantial difference in 
congestion.” 


Pico commented, “It's not all doom and gloom." He pointed out that 
funds earmarked for transit are not highway funds, therefore a 

transit project would not take money from an 84 project. "Any money 

is a long way in the future." Pico said that the study committee 
originally supported BART down the I-580 median to Livermore. That is 
very expensive. In addition, BART policy no longer supports the use 

of medians. "The reality is we won't see a real BART connection to 
Livermore for a long, long time.” 


Pico noted that the ACE train doesn't go where we want to move 

people. Commuters won't ride ACE and take a bus to Hacienda or BART 
now. “The study is !ooking at ways to get people in transit and get 

them as close to their destinations as possible." 


During the public hearing, Vaughn Wolfe suggested that the focus of 
the study should be on ACE expansion, including the use of buses to 
connect ACE and BART. The expansion could be done incrementally. 


Several Pleasanton residents objected to having the trains go through 
their neighborhoods. Christopher Scarborough joked that the only 
member of his family who would like to see the train is his two-year- 
old son. 


Ann Fox opposed any use of the Iron Horse Trail. She believed that a 
hybrid could include El Charro, north underground through Dublin to 
Dougherty Road, Trees could be planted along El Charro to buffer area 
residents from the trains. 


Val Manneti of BART said the study would provide a range of feasible 
altematives. The use of buses would be one of them. 
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Pleasanton eyes future eastside rail transit hub 
Published Thursday, July 3, 2003, in the Livermore Independent 
Pleasanton to Consider Eastside Transit Center 


As part of the general plan update process, Pleasanton will be 
looking at a transit center on its eastside. 


City Planning Director Brian Swift discussed the potential for the 
center during a city council workshop on the Bernal property. 


Councilmember Kay Ayala wanted to remove an ACE station from the 
potential list of uses on the Bernal land belonging to the city. 


Swift told the council thal one option would be a site on the Kaiser 
land on the eastside. "There would be an opportunity to do some sort 
of transit oriented development (TOD) with high density housing and 
offices," said Swift. He pointed out that TOD would not be possible 
on the Bernal land. 


Swift said the eastside had been considered earlier as a potential 
ACE station. However, it was rejected because of lack of access from 
1-680. The addition of the flyover al the 680/580 intersection and 

the extension of El Charro will make it easier to reach the location. 


The location is also being considered by BART as a potential route 
for a diesel muttiple unit (DMU). Swift noted that would bring 
together BART, the DMU and ACE at one location. 

Ayala said she is very interested in an eastside station 


Councilmember Steve Brozosky echoed thal view, adding that it would 
be nice to have a transit center. 


"Gary" To <info@barttolivermore.org> 
<Gary@cutterlumber.com> a 


11/18/2009 08:11 AM 
bee 


Subject Livermore Extension 


Good morning. | received your flyer regarding the extension for BART to Livermore yesterday. | have 
lived here for over 30 years & have been taxes for this extension, it seems for just as long. 


The most logical location for this station would be the Isabel / 1-580 location. The reasons are the 
following. The State is in the midst of widening Isabel (Hwy. 84) & will be building a Freeway Off Ramp at 
this location. With that said you will have Hwy. 580 & Hwy. 84 junction at this location. As well there will 
be easy access off the Freeway. The other locations would burden the downtown with heavier traffic & 
would have an adverse effect. 


Gary Franklin 

Phone: 925-443-5959 
Fax: 925-443-0648 
gary@cutterlumber.com 
www.cutterlumber.com 
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0 To info@bartolivermore.org 


Kent Franklin To info@barttolivermore.org 
12/29/2009 12:04 PM cc <franklinkb@comcast.nel> Pe 
bee 11/18/2009 09:39 PM ae 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page Subject. comment on today’s meeting In Livermnora 
Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by Mr. Qui 
() on Tuesday, December 29, 2009 at 13:04:12 r. Quint, 


| enjoyed listening to you and the consultant today. | would like to reemphasise my 


ar a aaa | position by asking that when BART is extended to Livermore, that it be ran parallel to 


Last Name: Franklin i580 and there be two stations. As a citizen of Livermore, how can | help? Today, | 
spoke briefly about my position. One item | asked for was the maintenance yard be 

Bnails dexyecut bax lushex cor eliminated and for BART to look at extending the other maintenance stations in 

Message; I have lived in Livermore for over 30 years, & it seems that I have Hayward and Richmond, 

been paying taxes for this system that long as well, In reviewing the 

locations that are being considered for the new extension, I feel that the I plan on being at the meeting on 42-2-09, I'll try and introduce myself. 


ISABEL / 1-580 Station would be a excellent location. 
Both for the folks in Livermore, but also for commuters coming out of the Regards, Kent 
central valley. With the highway work being done on Isabel, this also offers 
a direct shot to that location as well. 


By having it along the Hwy. 580, you wouldnt have the noise issue to deal with 
as you would in the other locations being considered. 


I look forward to finally having BART in our city. 
Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR; 68.167.139.242 
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Fred Fritsch To info@barttolivermore.org 


als shi link.not> 
. SirhsenlGhoa toons. 19 CC friends@friendsoflivermore.org, Dick Ryon 
01/18/2010 05:11 PM <dickryon@comcast.net™, "naf >> Nancy Fritsch” 
<fritschn@earthlink.net> 
bec 


Subject BART to Livermore 


Dear BART Planning Department: 


T would like te go on record as favoring the hybrid route supported by 
Friends of Livermore. Namely, underground from the freeway via Portola 
and Junction Avenues to a subway station downtown, then on the surface 
via the Union Pacific right of way to the ACD station at Vasco Road. 
This would provide ample opportunity for local residents to park, and 
the latter station would serve commuters from outside our valley. 


My wife and I have been discouraged From utilizing the existing 
Pleasanton/Dublin station because (at least in the past) parking is a 
serious issue. A downtown Livermore station would make it much more 
likely that we would ride BART to San Francisco. 


Fred Fritsch 

1381 Darwin Avenue 
Livermore, CA 94550 
fritschf@earthlink.net 


Heathor Fuchslin To info@bartlolivermore.org 
<heather-alben@sbeglobal.n 

et 

01/13/2010 11:18 AM bee 


Subject Comments 


We are in favor of keeping Bart along the 580 freeway with an 
Isabel/I580 Station and a Greenville East Station. It's a straight 
shot from Pleasanton that way. 

We definitely do not want an Isabel/Stanley Station as Stanley 
Blvd. is already a crowded mess at commuter times. We feel a 
station there would compound the traffic problem that already 
exists. Railroad Avenue also has a lot of traffic. 


Heather & Albert Fuchslin 
694 Sonoma Court 
Livermore, CA 94550 
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0 To info@barttotivermore.org 
11/23/2009 12:24 AM cc 
bee 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Camments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
{) on Monday, November 23, 2009 at 01:24:56 


First Name: Luis 
Last_Name: Fuentes 
Email: fuentesl01@comcast.net 


Message: As a resident of Livermore I would like to voice my personal 
recommendation on routing the extension of BART into Livermore. 


1. I would like to see BART extended from the Dublin/Pleasanton Station, 
continue east in the 580 freeway median to just before the Portola crossover 
currently being constructed, Bart then dips underground under the freeway, 
heading SE under Portola Ave Subway style to an underground BART Station at 
the ACE/Bus Transit Center Area in Downtown Livermore. The line then continues 
West and comes out from underground on the UPRR ROW near the lst St./UPRR 
overpass and continues At-Grade West to it’s final Station at Vasco/frisa were 
the possibility could be left for a future HSR ACE Intermodal/transfer station 
can be acheived. Both Downtown Livermore and Vasco/Brisa will have the 
potential for TOD, Downtown Livermore will cater to pedestrian/bike/bus 
passengers with all of Downtowns current walkability serving it's residents 
and Vasco/Brisa serving new TOD housing development with a multiple story 
parking structure for freeway congestion releif for commuters on 580 with the 
option! 

of taking it down and building high-density-housing at it's location in the 
future when the the station is not ayto dependent, 


2. Livermore will have to slightly modify Vasco and 580 Interchange making a 
smoother off ramp for SB Vasco to access the station, Commuters in Brentwood 
can also directly access the station without entering the already congested 
580 WB and it would be a straightshot on Vasco Rd. directly to BART eliminated 
that significant portion of 580 freeway traffic. 


3. In an unrelated to Bart Project, the ACE train improvement project could 
use the BART Vasco/Brisa aa a transfer station (mentioned above} as well as 
use the old SP ROW (WB) just north of Brisa St., connect with the BART station 
at downtown Aerial or At Grade option. Passengers could depart the ACE train 
at downtown From an aerial/Ac grade station and take an escalator straight 
down underground to the Subway BART station. In Short, Downtown Bart Station 
(Subway style) will serve TOD housing and existing downtown with ACE 
intermodal station, Vasco/Brisa will serve new TOD housing developement as 
well as releif for 580 traffic. 


NOTE* I understand your hands are tied when it comes to the ACE corridor 
project but it's just my overall vision, for your understanding, 


Bart can mitigate tunneling through Portola by continuing on the 580 median 
and not doing the acrial over El Charro then having to grade seperate on the 
UPRR ROW across Livermore. This option will also mitigate the Portola tunnel 


because after surfacing around East of the Bus Transit station around the Ist 
St./UPRR overpass there are no more crossing streets EB to Vasco/Brisa and 
require ne grade seperations and using ample UPRR ROW to Vasco/Brisa. 


This alternative route will minimize opposition to noise by not crossing 
Livermore through the middle at grade or through aerial. 


Thank you for your time! 
Livermore Resident 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE _ADOR: 24.5,219.212 

HTTP USER AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 8.0; Windows NT 6.0; wowed; 
Trident/4.0; SLCCl; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; Media Center PC 5,0; .NET CLR 
3,.5.21022; .NET CLR 3.5,30729; .NET CLR 3.0.30618) 
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0 To info@bantolivermore.org 
11/30/2009 10:23 PM cc 


bee 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livarmore Contact Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
{) om Monday, November 30, 2009 at 23:23:35 


First Name: Luis 
Last_Name: Fuentes 
Email: fuentes101@comcast .net 


Message: I think that Alternative 3 (Downtown Subway Station) and adding the 
Vasco station to that is superior to all of them, even though it’s not an 
actual packaged alternative. It would also be a bit more expensive but worth 
it. If we do this we need to do it right. 


1. It has the most potential with two (2) TOD capable stations. 


2. Avoids the Staples Developement that’s being proposed by the City Of 
Pleasanton at El Charro & the conflict that comes with it. 


3. Avoids the noise complaints (Nimby’s} from at grade on UPRR ROW alignment, 
except the small stretch east of the Ist St, overpass. 


4. The costs of tunneling to downtown are mitigated by continuing on 1-580 cto 
Portola where the tunnel section begins and not having to build an acrial 
above El Charro and also above a small section downtown where UPRR ROW is 
small. The tunnel is also mitigated by emerging right onto the UPRR ROW and 
continuing on to Vasco Station without any further road grade seperations. 


5. Vasco is a short drive to the station for Central Valley commuters, 
Brentwood residents have a straight-shet accros I-580 on Vasco to the Station. 


6. Almost direct connection te LLNL Lab {A Lab shuttle bus would do the 
trick). 


7. An ACE Train intermodal transfer for both stations. 

8. The Maintenance Yard shown in Alt. 3 can still be built with trains that 
are out of service at Vasco (after unloading passengers) either remain “Out of 
Service” and head back to the the Maintenance Yard or stay put, doors open and 
ready to head back to Sf, in service until the time to depart 

verifytext: IROY 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 24.5.219.212 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4,.0 (compatible; MSIE 8.0; Windows NT 6.0; WOW64; 
Trident/4.0; SLCC1; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; Media Center PC 5.0; .NET CLR 


mS, To info@baritolivermore.org 
) 01/20/2010 07:41 AM cc 
"AL hen 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form, It was submitted by 
(} on Wednesday, January 20, 2010 at 08:41:10 


First Name: Donna 

Last Name: Funk 

Email: vikingmom@comcast.net 

Message: In my home of 3 adults, we are in favor of extending the Bart down 

the 1-580 highway that is already in place. We think it is probably the most 
cost effective way to start the process of extending the Bart to Livermore. 

When the economy is better there could be offshoots added. 


There could be buses to connect Bart riders to Amtrak or other train riders as 
well. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 24.5.234,102 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Windows; U; Windows NT 5.1; en-US; rv:1.9.1.7) 
Gecko/20091221 Firefox/3.5.7 
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BART to Livermore Extension Program 
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Comments 


Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions concerning the Draft PEIR of the BART to 
Livermore Extension. (Name and contact information optional.) 


Name (please print): Organizalion/Business: 
Address: 2540 Wilds Ave _._ Chl: if ae ee State: CA_Zip: 74<&e 
Phone: _ Email: ——— 

COMMENTS / QUESTIONS: 


hak plleteatice ALAL ip ta lyst pllenetive. _ 
___ H would te lieve Con 


all : 
___ alvfion Se the FANON here pnt 


want 


——> 


SS—_—_—___——_—___=[=[@»™»=[=aj===— 
= BART to Livermore Extension Program 


0 To info@bantolivermore.org 
01/11/2010 11:06 AM ce 
bec 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Monday, January 11, 2010 at 12:06:20 


First_Name: George 
Last_Name: Garbarino 
Email: maxgarbz@comcast .net 


Message: As a 28 year resident of Pleasanton, I am opposed to any BART 
alternative that cuts through any part of Pleasanton to offer access for 
Livermore. Alternative One, that aligns with the freeway is the best option. 
There are so many traffic barriers in Pleasanton now, with the Fairgrounds, 
the arroyo that the cut through traffic is already at a high level of service. 
I feel that the other BART alternatives will only add additional traffic, 
noise, and eyesores to our historic city. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 67.174.216.183 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 {Macintosh; U; PPC Mac OS X 10 5 8; en-us) 
AppleWebKit/531.21.8 (KHTML, like Gecko) Version/4.0.4 Safari/531.21.10 
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0) To info@bantolivermore.org 
01/11/2010 10:56 AM ce 


bee 
Subject’ Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
(} on Monday, January 11, 2010 at 11:56:20 


First Name: Linda 
Last_Name: Garbarino 
Email: bearfoot.contessaf@comcast.net 


Message: 

As a long time resident of Pleasanton, we are opposed to any BART alternative 
that cuts through any paxt of Pleasanton to offer access for Livermore. 
Alternative 1 that aligns with the freeway is the better option. There are so 
many traffic barriers in Pleasanton now, with the Fairgrounds, the arroyo that 
the cut through traffic is already at a high level of service. We do not need 
any additional reason for BART infrastructure and attending additional 
traffic, noise, and eyesore other alternatives will cause. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 67.174.216.183 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/S.0 (Macintosh; U; PPC Mac OS X 10 5 8; en-us) 
AppleWebkKit/531.21.8 (KHTML, like Gecko) Version/4.0.4 Safa¥i/$31.21.10 


0) To info@bartlolivermore.org 
11/16/2009 09:19 PM ce 


bee 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form, It was submitted by 
() on Monday, November 16, 2009 at 22:19:10 


First Name: Doug 


Last_Neme; Garcia 
Email: djgarcia2@comcast.net 


Message: At this stage, I support Alternative 1, the Greenville East proposal. 
Alternatively, I support the Alternative 3, Portola proposal...only, if it 
extended along one of the other lines to the proposed Greenville station. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 24,5.204.41 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 8.0; Windows NT 5.1; 
Trident/4.0; Comcast Install 1.0; .NET CLR 1.1.4322; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; .NET 
CLR 3.0.4506.2152; .NET CLR 3.5.30729; MS-RTC LM 8) 
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To intogphatiogvermore ory 
« 


beo 
Subject inquiry from tho BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Ielow is the result of your feedback form, it was submitted by 
() on Konday, Decuntes Bi 2009" at 13335341 


Virwt Meme: julie 


Lent Hane: garelay 


Fmall: Jog?110qmall.com 


Message: Que to a heavy workachedule 1 am unable to attend the evening 
workshops. 1 feel strongly that bart should be placed along the 500 freeway 
at Taabel and Greenville, fT do not want AART downtown it is alredy too 
congested. 1 would like to ewe some transit cuntex businesses and housing if 
pesaible at Isabel and Greenville, and large parking structures although 
waeightiy, thie will get care off thw feeeway, if possible underground 
parking. is it possible to charge a premium parking costa to thonr outside of 
Alameda County i.e.,the Tracy and ottier Lulks who have pot paid the , Scent 
sales tax the laat 40 yoars, | would like to soe a discount on parking to 
Livermore and alameda county residents, and increased rate lor the San Joaquin 
and outaide county folks, [ft ia only fair. 1 would also recommend thar yourh 
somchow be involved in part of the design or decor of the statione-Cansider 
seme form Of health track around the station to premore walking, biking, 
physical acti! 

wity, youth/family centered. Wealthy foods only at the station or transit 
center. Perhaps a section devoted nearby to a community garden. Io it 
possible to partner with kaiser for a amall community health clinic for 
families nearby? Can't wait for BART!! So excited. Keep BART on 500, please. 
Warm regards, 


Subeit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR; 166,107.155,229 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Morilla/4.0 (compatibles MSIF 6.0; Windows NT 5.1; Vi; 
GTHG.3: IntoPath.1: .NET CLR 2,2,4222) 


o 


E To info@barttolivermore.org 
) 01/16/2010 12:15 PM cc 


bee 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Contact Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form, It was submitted by 
() on Saburdsy) January 16, 2010 at 13:15:37 


First_Name: sharon 

Last_Name; garcia 

Email: sharon.garcial@comcast.net 

Message: I am in favor of a Bart extension to Livermore that utilizes a 
underground Portola/Junction to a downtown subway station and them proceeds at 
surface utilizing the Union Pacific right of way to the Ace station at Vasco 


Road. The downtown Livermore/Vasco Station would enable the local folks to 
take Bart and leave the autos ,if they have one and not all of us do, home. 


verifytext: VRIK 
Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 67.180.55.55 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Macintosh; U; Intel Mac OS X 10_6_2; en-us} 
AppleWebKit/531.21.8 (KHTML, like Gecko) Version/4.0.4 Safari/$31.21.10 
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0 To info@barttolivermore.org 
11/16/2009 05;15 PM cc 


bec 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Monday, November 16, 2009 at 18:15:18 


First_Name: D. 
Last_Name: GARNHART 
Email: davepam@pacbell.net 


Message: I THINK THE BEST PATH IS THE 580 CORRIDOR W/ THE 2 STATIONS. AFTER 
ALL THE ACE TRAIN ALREADY RUNS THE DOWNTOWN ROUTE... NO WEED FOR 2 SETS OF 
TRACKS IN THE DOWNTOWN AREA. THE GREENVILLE SITE BRINGS ALL THREE TOGETHER.,.. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 99,.73.160.216 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 8.0; Windows NT 6.0; 
Trident/4.0; GTB6; SLCC1; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; Media Center PC 5.0; .NET CLR 
3.5.30729; .NET CLR 3.0.30729; yie8) 


0 To Info@barttolivermore.org 
12/11/2009 11:59 AM ce 


bee 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
(} on Friday, December 11, 2009 at 12:59:00 


First_Name: Paul 
Last_Name: Gerdes 
Email: pablogerd@sbcglobal.net 


Message: Please No Downtown Bart Station. Many reasons 1. Its cost 
prohibitive, 

especially if they build the station underground, Above ground will increase 
the noise level in an already crowded area and we already have a parking 
problem here too. 2. Why deviate off the main route 580 when future Bart 
Plans will want to make the loop to connect to the Brentwood , Antioch 
area.and someday it will go go over the Altamont pass to Tracy. It make know 
logical sense to come to the down town area. To many extra problems and 
$SS$$$'s spent, 4. If Bart is allowed into Livermore downtown. This will set a 
precedents for other cities to follow. Does Bart need to kowtow to the special 
interests of a few city groups and or planners? Just stay on 580 and give us 
our freeway Bart station. Its been te long in coming. 


Thank You 

Paul Gerdes 
Livermore California 
Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 68.127.107.179 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Windows; U; Windows NT 5.1; en-US; rv:1,9.1.5) 
Gecko/20091102 Firefox/3.5.5 
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mi To info@barttolivermore.org 
12/11/2009 12:26 PM cc 


bec 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Conlact Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. I[t was submitted by 


First _Name: Paul 

Last_Name: Gerdes 

Email: pablogerdésbcqlobal.net 

Message: Alternative 1, Greenville East is a good choice. Thank You 
verifytext: dwke 

Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 68.127,107.179 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/S.0 (Windows; U; Windows NT 5.1; en-US; rv:1.93.1.5) 
Gecko/20091102 Firefox/3.5.5 


"George Getgen" To <info@barttolivermore.org> 
<georgegetgen@comcast.net és 

> 

11/27/2009 08:42 PM bec 


Subject BART Livermore FIR Response 


Mr. Malcolm Quint: 


| commend you and BART for a thorough and in-depth EIR effort. The major comment/concern | have is 
that the BART to Livermore extension is unique in one key aspect, and that is you are proposing to extend 
a great mass transit system to edge of one region; and effectively touching another region (a region wha 
has not paid a dime for this system). On the good news from a BART business perspective, | would 
expect the San Joaquin Valley commuters to embrace the opportunity to ride BART. When | get on the 
freeway al 6am (to go to BART in Pleasanton) at 580 and N. Livermore - it is bumper to bumper traffic. 
These cars are not coming from Livermore! 


| feel strongly that the last station (to the East) should not be off the freeway, and specifically the last 
station should not ba a downtown Livermore BART station. If the downtown Livermore BART station was 
the end of the line, city streets of Livermore will be heavily impacted by San Joaquin Valley commuters 
getting off the freeway to the BART station. A perfect scenario would be one that forced San Joaquin 
Valley commuters onto the ACE train (and/or buses) in order to catch BART. The next best thing would 
be to have a station in the vicinity of Greenville/580; and if legally possible, restrict parking permits in 
Livermore BART stations to Alameda County residents who have been paying for this system (especially 4 
downtown station) - or perhaps use a combination. 


Given my input above, | support a downtown Livermore BART station. Knowing economics would 
probably not allow three stations; | would suggest a downtown station, with a second station at either 
Vasco ACE station; or at Greenville/580 ACE station - again with an ideal solution forcing San Joaquin 
Valley commuters to use ACE trains and/or buses to use BART (a Vasco ACE station has the major 
benefit of serving the areas biggest employer, LLNL) If this station scenario is ulilized, | would also 
suggest that plans be made so that a third station could be coordinated into the design (to minimize future 
cost/implementation) near your planned Isabel/580 (or Isabel/Stanley} locations. My preferred alignment 
would be lo come across the quarries between Pleasanton and Livermore. 


George Getgen 
2431 Harewood Drive 
Livermore, CA 94551 
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0 To info@bantolivermore.org Robin Giffin To “info@bantotivermore.org™ <info@barttolivermore.org> 
01/21/2010 02:57 PM nr <rgiffin@ci,pleasanton.ca.us> Pa 
bee 01/06/2010 07:20 AM bec 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page Subject Bart to Livermore 
Bolow is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by Dear Mr. Malcolm Quint: 


(} on Thursday, January 21, 2010 at 15:57:24 


| would like to be added to the maeting notification lists for all hearings and meetings related to the BART to 
Livermore EIR. My contact information is below: 


Pirst_Name: Charles 


Robin Giffin 
Last_Name: Gibson Associate Planner 
a Cily of Pleasanton 
Email: gibson31@1ln1l-.qov 200 Old Bernal Avenue 


Pleasanton, CA 94566 
Message: I believe that the best route for BART to Livermore is Alternate #3, es 2 s 
Portola. Since I live in Pleasanton and work in Livermore, I am very familiar E-mail: cgiffin@ci pleasanton,ca.us 
with the transportation, community and environmental issues in this axea. 
Alternate #3 best addresses my concerns: 

1) The Chain of Lakes area between Pleasanton and Livermore is not impacted, 
2) A station in downtown Livermore strengthens the community and ties to the 
ACE train, 

3) The underground tracks and station in Livermore minimizes noise impacts to 
Livermore residents, 

4) The Isabel station serves commuters from the central valley and reduces 
freeway traffic to the west. 


Thank you! 
Robin Giffin 


REMOTE ADDR: 128.115.27.10 

HTTP_USER_AGENT; Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 7.0; Windows NT S.1; .NET CLR 
1.1.4322; InfoPath.2; .NET CLR 2.0.$0727; .NET CLR 3.0.4506.2152; .NET CLR 
3.5,30729) 
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: GMTALK To info@barttolivermore.org 
aye <metroidzm@gmail.com> on 
11/05/2009 01:34 PM 


bee 
Subject BART to Livermore 


Sincerely Anonymous 


Iam a student of Las Positas College and I would like to see bart to livermore one day 
and I believe it would be nice to have bart extend from dublin Pleasanton station to 
Isabel at i580 (closest point to the college) and then with funding have Bart extend to 
the Ace Station East at vasco and then to the future on to the city of tracy, If you have 
the money to build both stations then I would be build isabel at i580 and vasco ace 


station at the same time but if not then bart needs to extend to the isabel 1580 station. 


Build Bart to the points 
e@ Isabel i580 
@ Vasco Ace station 
or 


® Isabel i580 

e Greenville Road i580 
Bart I enjoy riding your system when I can and it would be nice for the future LPC 
students to get off at the Livermore first station and bus or walk or carpool to LPC. I 
would ride Ace and BART in the future if you had a bart station at yasco or greenvile 
road. But I wanted to make it clearer by the dot points above. 


And lastly I hope Bart extends to 
@ The city of hercules from richmond 
@ And build a station at century plaza shopping center in pittsburg in the future 


GMTALK To info@barttolivermore.ory 
« <metroldzm@gmail.com> ba 
11/16/2009 08:36 AM hee 
Subject Re: BART to Livermore 


lam a student of Las Positas College and I would like to see bart to livermore one day 
and I believe it would be nice to have bart extend from dublin Pleasanton station to 
Isabel at i580 (closest point to the college) and then with funding have Bart extend to 
the Ace Station East at yasco and then to the future on to the city of tracy. [f you have 
the money to build both stations then I would be build isabel at i580 and vasco ace 
station at the same time but if not then bart needs to extend to the isabel 1580 station. 


There is talk among some people that they would like to see BART in downtown Livermore. That is not 
needed like some of your engineers at BART realize that BART at Isabel and 580 is pretty close to 
downtown by a short trip on the wheels bus. The bus would live bart and travel on airway to portola, pass 
the luckys shopping center, turn right on north livermore and turn left at junction avenue. Thal is not far 
from the Isabel 580 station and going that way is straighter and shorter than the current route 12 wheels 
bus. 

The Isabel i580 would not just benefit future LPC students, but the business development around 
livermore, close point {o downtown, the luckys and walmart shopping centers nearby and other 
development that livermore has planned for that corridor including the fulure overpass al the freeway. 
Don't let talk like BART needs to definitely come to downtown tivermore stop you BART from extending to 
livermore. | stated above when | ride BART | like some other people | know would get off fine at Isabel 580 
and travel to downtown and ail of the people that say Bart al Livermore off the freeway is a bad idea, look 
at Lafayette, Pittsburg-BayPoint and Orinda they do excellent having bart on the freeway. When ever 
BART comes to Livermore my opinion is below via the dot points. 


Build Bart to the points 
@ Isabel is80 
@ Vasco Ace station 
or 


e Isabel i580 

@ Greenville Road i580 
Bart | enjoy riding your system when I can and it would be nice for the future LPC 
students to get off at the Livermore first station and bus or walk or carpool to LPC, I 
would ride Ace and BART in the future if they were close by. That does not mean you 
neccessary need a station at Vasco or Greenville areas, But I wanted to make it clearer 
by the dot points above. 


And lastly I hope Bart extends to 
e Thecity of hercules from richmond 
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e And builda station at century plaza shopping center in pittsburg in the future 


GMTALK To info@barttolivermore.org 
<metroidzm@gmall.com> 


11/21/2009 04:28 PM 


cco 
bee 
Subject BART to Livermore 


sreeeeneee Forwarded message ---------- 

From; GMTALK <metroidzm@gmail.com> 
Date: Mon, Nov 16, 2009 at 8:36 AM 
Subject: Re: BART to Livermore 

To: info@barttolivermore.org 


Iam a student of Las Positas College and I would like to see bart to livermore one day 
and I believe it would be nice to have bart extend from dublin Pleasanton station to 
Isabel at i580 (closest point to the college) and then with funding have Bart extend to 
the Ace Station East at vasco and then to the future on to the city of tracy. If you have 
the money to build both stations then I would be build isabel at i580 and vasco ace 
station at the same time but if not then bart needs to extend to the isabel 1580 station. 


There is talk among some people thal they would like to see BART in downtown Livermore. That is not 
needed like some of your engineers at BART realize that BART at Isabel and 580 is pretty close to 
downtown by a short trip on the wheels bus. The bus would leave bart and travel on airway to portola, pass 
the luckys shopping center, turn right on north livermore and turn left at junction avenue. That is not far 
from the Isabel 580 station and going that way Is straighter and shorter than the current route 12 wheels 
bus. (| estimate bus travel is 10 to 14 mins) 

The Isabel i580 would not just benefit future LPC students, but the business development around 
livermore, close point to downtown, the luckys and walmart shopping centers nearby and other 
development that livermore has planned for that corridor including the future overpass at the freeway. 
Don't let talk like BART needs to definitely come to downtown livermore stop you BART from extending to 
livermore. | would definitely like other people | know get off fine at Isabel 580 station 

and travel to downtown and all of the people that say Bart at Livermore off the freeway is a bad idea, look 
at Lafayetlo, Pillsburg-BayPoint and Orinda they do excellent having bart on the freeway, When ever 
BART comes to Livermore my opinion is below via the dot points. 


Build Bart to the points 
e@ Isabel i580 
@ Vasco Ace station 
or 


e Isabel i580 
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® Greenville Road i580 
Bart I enjoy riding your system when I can and it would be nice for the future LPC 
students to get off at the Livermore first station and bus or walk or carpool to LPC. I 
would ride Ace and BART in the future if they were close by. For me 
BART coming to livermore does not mean there needs to be a BART -ACE connection similar 
to the millbrae station with caltrains. The people that work at the livermore lab need to 
exit bart at greenville or vasco and ride the wheels bus. Either station they would be pretty 
close to that area. But, all the way out to greenville or yasco bart needs to stay on the freeway 
like the other stations I stated above. 


And lastly I hope Bart extends to 
@ The city of hercules from richmond 
@ And build a station at century plaza shopping center in pittsburg in the future 


0 To info@barttolivermore.org 
j/ 01/19/2010 05:22 PM ec 
bec 
Sudject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Contact Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. Tt was submitted by 
(} on Tuesday, January 19, 2010 at 18:22:15 


First_Name: Mary 
Last_Name: GONZALEZ 
Email: mary2792@sbceglobal.net 


Message: I oppose the BART to LIVERMORE PROGRAM for two reasons: 
- BART equals crime 
I have witnessed this even though your records may show otherwise 
- I live in the Portola Ave area; 
While I have to live with the freeway traffic noise (I pretend it's the ocean 
waters), I won't appreciate the underground trains, ever! 


Please make my vote count. 
Thank you 
verifytext: xwnv 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 71,135.174.143 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 7.0; Windows NT 6.0; SLCCl; 
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0 To info@barttolivermore.org 
) 01/20/2010 09:04 AM ce 
bee 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form, It was submitted by 
() on Wednesday, Wanuary 20; 2010 at 10: 04: 122 


First_Name: Louise 
Last_Name: Gray 
Email: louise.gray@comcast.net 


Message: We prefer either alternative 1 or 4 { the Isabel 580 or 
Greenville stations.) This would prevent unnecessary congestion in the 
downtown of Livermore, and lessen the environmental impact, Also it would 
bring BART much closer to becoming a reality after many years of waiting for 
it (and paying for it). 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADOR: 24,4.46.231 

HTTP USER AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 8.0; Windows NT 6.0; Wowé4; 
Trident/4.0; GTB6.3; SLCC1l; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; Media Center PC 5.0; .NET CLR 
3.5.21022; .NET CLR 3.5.30729; .NET CLR 3.0.30729) 
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To Info@barttolivermore.org 
cc 
bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 


First_Name: Elizabeth 
Last_Name: Green 
Email: green2396@earthlink,.net 


Message: For 20 years, BART has planned to extend service to Livermore along 
the 1-580 meridian. This is less costly than other routes that provides easy 
access for drivers from Livermore and San Joaquin Valley. Why force drivers 
through congested downtown streets of Livermore and to stations with limited 
parking? 


Keep BART along our freeways {or if Livermore wants to extend to their 
downtown, have the tracks extend through Livermore and not through Pleasanton. 


Thank you, 

Beth Green 

2396 Tanager Dr 
Pleasanton, CA 94566 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 66.245.41.210 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 8.0; Windows NT 6.0; 
Trident/4.0; SLCCl; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; MDOC; .NET CLR 3.5,.30729; .NET CLR 
3.0.30729) 


Rita Gruszkowski To info@baritolivermore.org 
<tgrusz@yahoo.com> pn 
01/20/2010 09:48 PM 

bec 


Subject Writen comment 


Whoever envisioned BART moving East was on the right ‘track’ by purchasing the land out by 
Greenville road. So pleasc move full speed ahead and extend the tracks down the Highway 580 
corridor as I believe was the intent when planner envisioned this railway system. 


| fully support Alternative | - Greenville East. If funding is not granted to this extent then my 
only other choice would be Alternative 4 - Isabel / 580, 


I do not want BART to come near downtown Livermore. | do not want BART to travei through 
the "chain of lakes". BART coming into these two areas would negatively impact our 
environment and our community. 


BART needs be made available for the greater good, to help the commuters. Those are the 
people who travel the most crowded highway in Alameda County - 580, Lam one of those 
people who have driven that road every weekday, round-trip, for the past 6 years (commute is 
Livermore to Berkeley). 


The goal of BART should not be transporting people to the doorstep of Bankhead Theater, 
Livermore High School or LLNL.. Get them close cnough to utilize other convenient modes of 
transportation to get to their destination. 


The most important point - make certain there is tons of parking at the BART 
station(s). You will only get ridership if you have parking where people are safe, their vehicles 
are unharmed and the price for parking affordable ($0 would be appreciated). 


No other alternative is an acceptable BART option. 


Rita M Gruszkowski 
3963 Fordham Way, 
Livermore, CA 94550 
510-468-9237 cell 


rgrusz@yahoo.com 
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Ton. haque@comcast net To info@bartolivermore.org \jhales@comcast.net To info@barttolivermore.org 
01/14/2010 07:58 PM CC fol <info@barttolivermore.org> 01/01/2010 12:16 PM ce 
bee bee 
Subject Bart ta livermore Subject. bari to livermore 
To whom this may concern i have been in pleasanton since 1971, why did they not extend bart to Livermore when 
As a citizen of Livermore | am opposed to have Bart run down the freeway and obstruct they brought BART to Pleasanton. It seems Livermore is an after thought. first | prefer 
our beautiful scenic corridor. | would rather have Bart go underground by way of Bart to stay on 580. Second if Livermore wants it down town then run it through 
Junction and Portola ave into downtown and then run above ground to Greeville ave. Livermore and not on any part of Pleasanton. Start at Portola and mess up down town 
Livermore all they want to pay for, 

Ron Hague Lynn Hales 
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Gary Hall To info@barttolivermore.org 
<ghall4135@sbeglobal,net> Ps 


12/25/2009 10:08 AM 
bee 


Subject Bart route 


I think it would be better to keep BART on the freeway. This seems like it would be more cost 
effective and used by more people. 


Thank you 


Gary and Deborah Hall 


0 To info@barttolivermore.org 
V 11/11/2009 08:54 PM ce 
bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Contact Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 


First Name: Pat 
Last Name: Hallahan 
Email: patmikel@comcast.net 


Message: I would really prefer to the Greenville option, they have done a 
fantastic job on the downtown, and T do not want to see the bart train 
anywhere near that area. There are several reason, but my biggest concern are 
some of the individuals that ride the train to the end of the line, get off, 
and commit crimes in that area, or just panhandle. Livermore does not need 
this kind of individual in our area. Livermore is just now starting to 
compete with Pleasanton and other areas of high interest, Pleasanton has the 
bart station in an industrial area, and that is where it shouid be in 
Livermore. Thanks for your time. Take care Pat H 


verifytext: 43vw 
Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 76.126.229.48 
HTTP_USER_AGENT; Mozilla/5.0 (Macintosh; U; PPC Mac OS xX 10_5_8; en-us) 
AppleWebKit/531.9 (KHTML, like Gecko) Version/4,0.3 Safari/531.93 
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“fuloflyie@sbeglobal.net" To “info@barttolivermore.org” <info@barttolivermore.org> 
sfuloflyie@sbeglobal.net> o 


11/16/2009 02:51 PM rae 


Subject BART to Livermore 


In order to best serve the communities affected by the proposed Livermore BART 
extension, BART should consider the greatest needs of that ridership and the 
cities it would impact. Interstste 580 is already gridlocked due to heavy 
commute from the valley. Accessing those riders at a Greenville station makes 
the most logical and economic sense. 


Additionally, in order to preserve Livermore's old fashioned downtown and 
agrarian roots and interests, BART should NOT supply service by means of a 
downtown station, 

Kerri Hamilton 

Dublin 


BART to Livermore 
Info@barttolivermore.org 


Sent from my iPod 


0 To info@barttolivermore.arg 
01/19/2010 04:57 PM ce 
bee 


Subject Inquiry fram the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form, It was submitted by 
() on Tuesday, January 19, 2010 at 17:56:59 


First Name: Dale 
Last_Name: Hammerel 
Email: dalehammerei@comcast .net 


Message: The train route should stay on the freeway with a station at Isabel 
and at Greenville. A downtown station would bring an enormous amount of 
traffic into downtown as well as take more land. Keep the system on the 
freeway where all the traffic noise is now, this would be the most economical 
route as well, 


Thank You, Dale Hammerel 
Livermore 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 24.4,33.7 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 7.0; Windows NT 6.0; Comcast 
Install 1.0; SLOC1; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; Media Center PC 5.0; .NET CLR 
3.5.30729; .NET CLR 3.0,30618) 
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0 To info@bantolivermore.org 
01/14/2010 06:34 PM ce 
bee 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Camments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Monday, January 11, 2010 at 19:34:05 


First Name: Nancy 
Last_Name: Harrington 
Email: nancyrhl@sbcglobal.net 


Message: My husband and I attended the community session on BART extension in 
Pleasanton, Thank you for presenting brief but informative facts to assist us 
in making our decision. We definitely want BART to go to Livermore, Greenville 
if at all possible. In Pleasanton it should definitely go along 580 and we 
would prefer it go all along 580 to Greenville. All we can think about is how 
much impact going to Greenville would have on 580 in reducing traffic. ft 
would be the least expensive and would occur the quickest of all the 
alternatives. 580 is a disaster and for people who live here and need to get 
around to do business out here, getting on 580 is dreaded because of the 
number of cars and semi's. It's awful and dangerous. The City of Pleasanton 
has finally approved putting Stoneridge Drive all the way to Livermore, which 
will help traffic. 84 is being widened to 680, which will help traffic. 
Extending BART to Greenville would result in a tremendous improvement in 
reducing ! 

580 traffic. 


One other comment we would like to make that has to do with BART. I must say 
that the Pleasanton station is not being maintained like it was originally. 
The parking lot has weeds everywhere and the plants are dying, dead or 
untrimned. The same can be said for the trees. Pleasanton has always taken 
pride in itself and I have been embarrassed by the appeaxance of this station. 
Can't something be done about this? I must also say that the cars are filthy 
inside. The seats are badly stained and the seats at the back of the cars 
often look like someone has urinated. Again, this is a disgrace. My husband 
and I arrived in the Bay Area the day the BART tunnel under the Bay was open 
to the public. It was one of the places my husband took me to see--my first 
day in California in 1969. We were so excited about BART and the idea that 
some day it would be coming out to Pleasanton, We sat in a meeting to help 
select light fixtures, etc. for the current station. We were so proud of our 
new ! 

stalion and the BART system. Please do a better job of maintaining the system 
and make us proud of our BART station once more, 


Thank you for allowing these comments. 
Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 75,7.17.130 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Macintosh; U; PPC Mac OS X 10 4 11; en-us) 
AppleWebKit/530.19.2 (KHTML, like Gecko) Version/4.0.2 Safari/530.19 


"Michaela Harrison” To <info@barttolivenmore.org> 
<micharelaharrison@sbcgloba . 
Lnet> & 
12/28/2009 07:33 PM bee 


Subject Bart Extension... 


We oppose any extension of Bart to Livermore other than 
a 580 extension. Since the 84 has come through our 
neighborhood crime has increased. Our neighbors cars 
were stolen, and the Livermore police department even 
confirmed that the traffic diversion has changed the crime 
patterns. With Bart dropping people off near Stanley, 
crime would surely increase in the nearby neighborhoods. 
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> 


. To info@bantolivermore.org 
01/19/2010 04:26 PM ec 


bec 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
{) on Tuesday, January 19, 2010 at 17:26:16 


First_Name: Joan 
Last_Name: Hartman 
Email: jbhart@pacbell.net 


Message: A downtown connection in Livermore will be an answer to my prayers, 
as a very senicr citizen it would help me immensely by allowing my 
grandchildren to travel directly on Bart to my home, at Portola and First 
Street and not require me to drive to pick them up in Pleasanton. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 71.141.139.22 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 8.0; Windows NT 5.1; 
Trident/4.0; FunWebProducts; .NET CLR 1.1.4322; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; 
InfoPath.1; .NET CLR 3.0,.4506.2152; .NET CLR 3.5.30729; yie8) 


"Donna Hazelton" To <info@barttolivermore.org> 
<donna@amis-exolic.com> = 
01/06/2010 09:29 AM ea 


Subject Bart to Livermore Extension - Livermore resident 


Since I am unable to attend the meeting tonight to voice my comments and 
concerns on the Draft PEIR - Bart extension to Livermore, 1 decided to send 
you my comments via e-mail, 

We have lived in Livermore for over 25 yoars. We love the town and the 
vineyards and the beautiful mountains. We also understand the importance of 
keeping the down-town area vital and moving forward (Performing arts center, 
etc.). However, as a citizen and a resident I am concerned about the Bart to 
Livermore alignment option that has the tracks cunning down Railroad avenue 
and behind my home. When I purchased the home 22 years ago, the railroad 
tracks behind were acceptable as I moved to Livermore from Roseville and was 
use to hearing the trains and didn't mind them. The trains didn't run all 
that frequently at the time, 

Several years ago the ACE trains were added to the tracks and noise 
increased as trains run frequently in between the regular train traffic. 

A few years ago, the open field behind our house was replaced with a 3-story 
Senior Hausing development, which meant that we no longer had a view of Mt. 
Hamilton or the surrounding hills. Along with the Senior center came a sound 
wall, which has increased the noise of the trains siqnificantly as the sound 
bounces off of it towards our house. Graffiti on the sound wall is an 
on-going problem and not a pretty sight from our deck or back yard. The 
city does make an effort to cover up the graffiti but it is a constant 
eyesore. The Senior center was accommodating to our request that they black 
out the sides of their taller bright lights that peered into our bedroom 
windows and yard. The smaller lights still shine into our yards but we deal 
with it and try to be a good neighbor. 

Now we find out that one of the Bart alignments being considered may go 
behind our house - trains would run every 15 minutes from early morning 
until midnight. What little privacy we have left is going to be gone! 
Another important concern ig our property values. We already contend with 
the trains, Senior Housing, sound wall noise, bright lights and graffiti. 
The addition of a Bart track behind our house will further diminish the 
opportunity for us to realize an increase in home value and will make it 
extremely difficult to find a buyer for our house if we choose to sell it. 


Please do not put this in our back yard! We hope that one of the other 8 
proposals will be less intrusive and still provide the convenience and 
increased ridership Bart and Livermore are seeking. 


Thank you in advance for your consideration of my concerns. 


Donna Hazelton 

923 El Rancho Drive 
Livermore, CA, 
925-449-4089 
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3186 Berkshire Court 
Pleasanton, CA 94588 
January 15, 2010 


BART Planning Department 
300 Lakeside Drive 
Oakland, CA 94612 

Atin:; Mr. Malcolm Quint 


Subject : Comments On Draft PEIR For The BART to Livermore Extension Program 
Dear Mr. Quint: 


ARer attending the Pleasanton meeting on Subject PEIR 1 am more convinced than ever that Alternative 1 
is the best choice. 


Admittedly, it would take a lite bit of imaginative placement of the Isabel Station on the North side of the 
1-580 Freeway perhaps closer to Las Positias College and for that matter a TOD. The APA does not extend 
too far beyond the north boundary of 1-580. 


I nly believe that Planning Department should give serious consideration to the option. 1 am sure that it 
would be welcomed by a majority of the people and organizations impacted by it. 


Yours very truly, 


ales 8 Me ipecl 


Hugh G. Hempill 


0 To info@bantolivermore.org 
01/19/2010 04:16 PM ce 


boc 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Tuesday, January 19, 2010 at 17:16:57 


First Name: Barbara 
Last Name: Hickman 
Email: Barbara@Hickman.net 


Message: I support a BART route that follows the freeway, with a station at 
the Isabel area and/or a station at Greenville/Vasco Rds. 


A BART route and station downtown would significantly alter our quaint 
downtown and would be very unpleasant for the current residents in the area, 
so I am 100% against any downtown route. 


Thank you. 
Barbara Hickman 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 24.5.203.186 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/S.0 (Windows; U; Windows NT 5.1; en-US; rv:1.9.1.7) 
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0. To info@baritolivermore.org 
) 01/21/2010 06:00 PM cc 


bee 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Thursday, January 21, 2010 at 19:00:56 


First_Name: Bob 
Last Name; Hickman 
Email: Bob@Hickman.net 


Message: BART should be in the center of I-580 freeway and avoid central 
Livermore. There is a severe noise problem along BART routes, and the freeway 
is already there. In the Freeway, it would hardly be noticed above current 
sound levels, If it went through downtown it would spoil a lovely place 
forever. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 24.5.203.186 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 8.0; Windows NT 5.1; 
Trident/4.0; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; .NET CLR 3.0.4506.2152; .NET CLR 3,5,.30729) 


0 To info@bantolivermore.org 
01/17/2010 02:25 PM ce 
bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Sunday, January 17, 2010 at 15:25:12 


First_Name: Edward 
Last_Name: Hightower 
Email: ewhightower@yahoo. com 


Message: While I completely support BART coming to Livermore, I om VEHEMENTLY 
OPPOSED to a line running through Downtown Livermore, 


We have 4 beautiful downtown and we want to keep it that way. Forgive me, but 
there is absolutely nothing attractive or aesthetically-appealing to any BART 
architecture. If you do not know what I am talking about, you are proof of 
this. If you know whet I am talking about and yet you allow BART stations to 
be so ugly, you are part of the problem. 


Please honor your word and keep the Alternative 1 Greenville Station as the 
Livermore Bart Starion. Please also consider incredibly lovely architecture 
that blends in with the landscape and the local aesthetic instead of looking 
like a giant low-budget sci-fi space turd crash landed in the middle of a 
freeway. 


IT live in the Historic District that many of your other plans would bump up 
against or penetrate. I like hearing locomotives at the end of our street. TIT 
00 NOT want to hear BART trains at the end of our street, 

Please also plant lots and lots of trees and shrubs all around the BART line 
on 580; it is so incredibly ugly and barren and depressing. It reminds me of 
Blade Runner, 

Just because I'm funny doesn't mean I'm not serious, 

Thank you, 

Edward Hightower 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE AODR: 66.245.10.237 
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Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions concerning the Draft PEIR of the BART to 
Livermore Extension. (Name and contact information optional.) 


— ee i Wize 
Name =“ ap f IVA) HH ( it Cr Organization/Business: __. 


f La Ling pemenre eS 


BART to Livermore Extension Program 
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Comments 


[fer ee Cee? Cy City: a os by peo’ State: Zip: 


Phone: eet PPE Go emai, 2K Sn i See ae toh grt, Cad 
COMMENTS / QUESTIONS: 
- ehy er 
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of g Z enk Pra 
WS oa takaodl = ‘edy 
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we Si Le CUPL Holng 


=== =— rom Extension Program 


[ASB PERLE: 


Dateline: January 20, 2010 


Livermore Barbershop 


BART To Livermore Conversation ; Clarence Hoenig 


Lady Barber : 


My Question : 
Lady Barber : 


My Response: 


Lady Barber : 


My Response : 


Lady Barber : 


Hispanic; 12 year Livermore resident; school age children; 
living near proposed Downtown Station; Husband lakes 
BART/Oublin to BART/Richmand everyday to work, 


What do you think about BART coming to Livermore? 


Great! | have read about it. | don't want a downtown station 
because of crime and reph e My friend was the victim of an 
attempted robbery at a BART station and BART Police responded 
late and never pursued the culprit. 


That is a potential problem that BART and the City could, working 
together, better protect riders and the public close by. However, there 
are also many advantages to a Downtown station, 


tee. My husband could walk to BART/Livermore and go to work at 
BA T/Richmond saving a lot of lime and parking uncertainty. 
However, how can we be certain of station security? 


| can’t speak for BART but | believe thal Livermore Police would do 
their utmost to work with BART and patrol the station area to assure 
public safety. 


| hope you are right. | would like a Downtown station if it is safe. 


My After Thoughts ; | also hope | am right! 
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"Beverly Hoey" To <info@bartiolivermore.org> 
<bhoey@trustslaw-ca.cam> 


12/03/2009 02:48 PM 


cc 


bee 
Subject BART to Livermore 


Hello, 

| am a long time resident of the Valley, since 1970. | think that Bart should stay along the 580 
corridor and not go to downtown Livermore, The City and residence of Livermore have done a 
great job restoring its historic downtown to a charming area to shop and dine. Putting a station 
in the downtown area would cause enormous problems to residences, businesses and entirely 
change the ambience of the newly restored downtown area. | think that BART should stay 
along the 580 corridor also, because it serves as a transportation link to workers in Tracy and 
the Joaquin Valley. The Altamont needs to be relieved of traffic by access to a BART station. 
Having the station downtown Livermore will only add congestion and more traffic problems. 
While you plan the future of the area, please keep the BART station located adjacent to 580, so 
commuters from the San Joaquin Valley can park and ride BART, rather than add more traffic 
problems to the already jammed Altamont. 


Thank you for the courtesy of listening to my opinion. 


Beverly M. Hoey 


THE LAW FIRM OF BEVERLY M. HOEY 
313 Ray Street 

Fountain Creek Plaza 

Pleasanton, California 94586 

tel 925 846-1321 

fax 925 846-1768 

www. trustslaw-ca.com 


This communication constitutes an electronic communication within the meaning of the Electronic 
Communications Privacy Act, 18 USC 2510, and its disclosure is strictly limited to the recipient intended 
by the sender of this message. This communication may contain confidential and privileged material for 
the sole use of the intended recipient and receipt by anyone other than the intended recipient does not 
constitute a loss of the confidential or privileged nature of the communication. Any review or distribution 
by others is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient please contact the sender by retum 
electronic mail and delete all copies of this communication, 

IRS Circular. 230 disclosure: To ensure compliance wilh requirements imposed by the IRS, we inform you 
that any U.S. federal tax advice contained in this communication (including any attachments) is not 
intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (i) avoiding penalties under the 
Internal Revenue Code or (li) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or 
matter addressed herein. For more information about The Law Firm of Beverly M, Hoey, please contact us 
at 925- 846-1371 or visit us at hitp//www.trustslaw-ca.com. 


0 To info@barttolivermore.org 
j 01/21/2010 10:40 PM cc 
bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Thursday, January 21, 2010 at 23:40:00 

First_Name: JASON 

Last_Name: HOFFMAN 


Email: jasonh642@comcast.net 


Message: I support alternative 1. Keep BART to the freeway median. It is 
less expensive to do so. Ensure that 580 has 4 lanes in each direction. To 
ensure ridership , do not increase parking fees. $1/day is sufficient. Also, 
stop using 4 car trains on this line you need to move to 8 or 10 car trains. 
4 car trains are often packed with no available seats. 8-10 car trains are 
consistent with other lines. Stations and parking lots should have solar 
panels to generate electricity. fnsure that there is ample parking for 20 
years of growth. Stop raising fares. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 71.202.164.216 
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Raquel Holt To info@barttolivermore.org 


<?raqholt@gmall.com> - vi 
cc citymanager@ci.livermore.ca.us 
12/09/2009 11:54 AM bie ° 


Subject’ BART in Livermore 


To whom this may concern, 
Re: BART Station in Livermore 


I have been paying attention to the BART issue with regards as to 
where to build the BART station. This long awaited station, a plan 
that residents have been paying tax for for many years, is finally 
being seriously discussed. It makes sense to me that this station 
should be located underground in downtown Livermore. Here are the 
xeasons: 


1. The underground station will serve the residents of Livermore as 
it is accessible to many. 


2. It is centrally located. 


3. It will have beneficial economic impact to the restaurants, 
stores, and theaters downtown. 


Thank you for you consideration. 
Sincerely, 
Raquel Holt 


1231 Shelburne Rd. 
Livermore, CA 94551 


Kennet A To Victone Lest <sherdesahogisboginbal nat 
QuronLMMOsk/ BART 
V2AAZONG 11,58 AM bee i Quins at 


Subyect Fle Bart to Livermonel!} 


Ms, Holt, 


Thank you for your email advising us of your preferred alignment tor the proposed Livermore Extension, 
Your massage Mit be shared with the Board of Directors as requested. A copy will be provided to our 


project stall 
Thank you 


Kemmeth A. Duron 

District Secretary 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 

300 Lakeside Drive, 23d Floor, Oakland, California 4612 
510,464,6080, fax: 510.464.6011, emak kdurongiban gov 
wotnite: werw bart gay 
Victoria Leal <sheridesahogePsbogiodall.not> 


Victoria Leal 

<shoridesshoy @sbcglobel net To bossdoldinectors@0BART gow 
> 

1212412000 11:54 AM N 


My name is Victoria [lolt and | have been a resident of Livermore for 50 Years. Bringing the Bart downtown ts: 


on the freeway, Thank you 
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Kathy Howard To info@barttolivermore.org 
<howard25@lln|.gov> 


01/07/2010 08:36 AM 


cc 
bee 
Subject Do Not bring BART through downtown Livermore 


T want to provide you my ‘vote’ to NOT bring BART through the Livermore 
township, I am a long-time Livermore resident and personally I believe 
that Alternative 1: Greenville East is the best option as presented in the 
Environmental Impact Report on Wednesday, 1/6/10. 


This Alternative 1 looks to be the most economical and would create minimal 
neighborhood and noise impacts. Back when the initiative to bring BART to 
Livermore was first brought to the 'table' and Livermore residents started 
paying taxes to support such as initiative it was based on BART running 


within the freeway median; and I feel that is where it should still be built. 


BART is primarily used by commuters, equating to only ane member of the 
family rides BART, and therefore the commuter will us Livermore downtown as 
a parking lot not a shopping or dining venue. 


Please do not uproot our residents and congest our little town by building 
an expensive BART transit within the city. 


You support in this matter is greatly appreciated, 


0 To info@baritolivermore.org 
17/28/2009 04:19 PM ce 
bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Contact Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form, It was submitted by 


First_Name: zirong 

Last_Name: Hu 

Email: hankhoo@gqmail.com 

Message: To make the BART / Express Transportation adjacent to highway is the 
best choice in all aspects world wide. By this way, the environment impact 
will be reduced to minimum. 

So the best way and best alternative alignment is option 1 -- Greenville Easy 
option by letting BART pass through the median of 1-580 all the way down to 
the Greenvile, along the highway I~5S80. 

verifytext: RGFI 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADOR: 75.18.245,213 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 8.0; Windows NT 5.1; 
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Hank Hu To info@bartlolivermore.org 
<hankhoo@gmall.com> Bm 
12/28/2009 04:49 PM 

bec 


Subject Comments on the Draft PEIR for BART to Livermore 


This is the comments on the Draft for BART to Livermore. 


To make BART adjacent to highway is the best choice in all aspects known world wide, The 
environment impact will be minimized if the BART passes through the median of 1-580 all the 
way down to Easy of Livermore. 


So the alignment alternative option 5 is the worse onc. I strongly disagree the alignment 
alternative option 5, ‘The best one is the alignment alternative option 1; it is also my favorite 
option, 


Zirong Hu 
2810 Lemon Common 
Livermore, Ca 94551 


Kenneth A To fiddledu@comeast.net 


Duron/LMA/Oak/BART ~ 
12/31/2009 10:38 
2 pe bee Malcolm QuinJMSQ/Oak/BART 
Subject Re: BART Station in LivermoraL!) 
Ms, Hughes, 


Thank you for your email. Your message will be shared with the Board of Directors as requested. A copy 
will be provided to our Program Manager for the proposed Livermore Extension. 


Thank you for your interest. 


Kenneth A. Duron 

District Secretary 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 

300 Lakeside Drive, 23rd Floor, Oakland, California 94612 
510.464.6080, fax: 510.464.6011, email: kduron@bart.gov 
website: www.bart.gov 


fiddled u@comcast.net 
fiddle4u@comcast.net 
12/31/2009 10:29 AM To boardofdirectors@bart.gov 
ce 


Subject BART Station in Livermore 


Directors: 


| am in favor of a BART station on the 580 median. This will be more cost efficient, and 
also much more convenient for drivers coming from the Central Valley. 


Thank you, 
Stacy Hughes 
Livermore 
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; To info@barttolivermore.org 
} 01/03/2010 02:12 PM cc 
bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Contact Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Sunday, January 3, 2010 at 15:12:08 


First Name: Arthur 

Last_Name: Hull 

Email: alhull@gmail.com 

Message: As a longtime Livermore resident, I am strongly in favor of option 4, 
Isabel/I-580. It is the least expensive, the most bang for the buck and the 
quickest to achieve option, 

One need only consider the per rider cost of any other option and it is huge. 
Option 4 wauld provide something for everyone with the addition of Low cost 
shuttles from downtown Livermore and the Ace train platforms. 

I think people romanticize about hopping en a BART train in downtown Livermore 
without thinking about how many times they would do that and the huge cost and 
disruption of providing such a convenience. 


Finally, we should not be fixated on providing convenient transportation for 
the Central Valley commuter without commensurate monetary participation. 


verifytext: evxq 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 75.61.71.199 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Windows; U; Windows NT 6.1; en-US) 
AppleWebKit/532.5 (KHTML, like Gecko) Chrome/4.0.249,43 Safari/532.5 


Dave Hunt To info@barttolivermore, 
<huntsons@quixnet.nat> ee A 


12/31/2009 11:15 PM Be 


Subject Feedback on the PEIR (and other thoughts) 


Folks, 


First, let me say that I have yet to make time to read the PEIR. I 

do, however, have some thoughts and opinions re: BART stations in 
Livermore. I grew up in the Tri-Valley area (moved into the area in 
1958) and have been paying for BART since I started spending money. I 
have paid the BART tax since it began and have yet to have a station 
in the town I am living in. I believe it only right, fair, and just, 
that BART finally live up to its promises and bring true BART service 
to Livermore (as opposed to a bus service to/from a real BART station). 


Secondly, I have looked at the proposed routes to/through Livermore 
and have some thoughts regarding those plans. BART service to an area 
has proven to bring telecomuting criminals to the locations 
surrounding the BART stations. With this in mind, I recommend 
strongly that we provide BART service for commuters into and out of 
the area, and stay free of residential areas and retail areas. With 
that in mind, the station at Isabel/I-S580 is important for commute 
both te the Las Positas College, as well as a station to service 
Livermore residents commuting into the inner Bay Area. The station at 
Vasco Road, is important both to carry Livermore residents into the 
inner Bay Area, but also to service commuters headed at LLNL and 
Sandia, as well as some of the other commercial businesses in the 
area, Finallly, the station at Greenville East is also important, to 
eliminate as much ef the 1-580 traffic as possible, by providing BART 
as an alternative to continuing an automobile commute into the inner Bay Area. 


Lastly, I believe it te he a critical issue to provide as much 
parking as possible to promote BART based commuting into the Bay 
Area. The parking must remain free to BART passengers (perhaps a 
franking system inside the BART terminal, requiring a ticket te get 
to the franking system). This would permit BART passengers to procure 
a franked parking ticket, which would result in a free parking for 
that day. You will need lots of parking to encourage lots of 
commuters off the road and into a BART train. 


Thanks for you attention, Dave 


Dave Hunt 
huntsons@quixnet.net 
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leighannahunt@comcast.net To info@barttolivermore.org 
ats 
ty 12/30/2009 10:06 AM ce 
bec 


Subject. Comments 


To whom it may concern: 


As someone who lives on the Livermore/Pleasanton border, and routinely drives 580 
west, | believe the best place for a Livermore station is Vasco. 


This would make it easiest for Brentwood and Tracy traffic to reach BART and allow 
BART to achieve its primary goal of helping commuters, both on the train and those on 
the freeways by alleviating traffic. 

Thank you for giving us an opportunity to be heard. 


Leigh Anne Hunt 


0 To info@bantolivermore.org 
12/25/2009 09:26 PM cc 


bec 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
{} on Friday, December 25, 2009 at 22:26:16 


First Name: Richard 

Last_Name: Hurtz 

Email: rjhurtz@sbeglobal.net 

Message: KEEP THE BART SYSTEM ROUTE ALONG THE 580 FREEWAY.. 

00 NOT TRY TO SEND THE TRAINS TO THE DOWNTOWN LIVERMORE AREA. 

I WOULD HATE TO SEB THE ALTAMONT COMMUTE TRAFFIC COMING INTO DOWNTOWN 
LIVERMORE AND USEING THE PARKING AREA FOR COMMUTE PURPOSES RATHER THEN HAVING 
if AVAILABLE FOR THE DOWNTOWN BUSINESS USE.. 


I FEEL THAT IT WOULD BE LESS EXPENSIVE TO BUILD ALONG 580 AS WELL AS KEEPING 
THE TRAIN NOISE OUT OF DOWNTOWN LIVERMORE. 


WE ALREADY HAVE AN OPERATING BUS SYSTEM WITH BART CONNECTION ROUTES.. 


REMOTE ADDR: 75.35.114.92 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 8.0; Windows NT 5.1; 
Trident/4.0; .NET CLR 1.0.3705; .NET CLR 1.1.4322; yieB) 
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To info@barttolivermore.org 
01/19/2010 06:18 PM cc 


bee 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Tuesday, January 19, 2010 at 19 103 


First_Name: Martin 
Last_Name: Tsenburg 
Email: isenburg@cs.unc.edu 


Message: A pure highway alignment along I-$80 is something that i strongly 
dislike because it would mean to (yet again) repeat the mistakes of the 
{aute-centric) planning in the past. 


A BART station in downtown Livermore presents a unique opportunity to create a 
wonderful walkable community around downtown setting a textbook exampie for 
sustainable transit oriented planning in America. I already love what the City 
has done during the redevelopment efforts of the past few years that have 
converted downtown from a four-lane freeway to a welcoming and cute 
destination. But it is still a downtown on life-support. There is no 
sustainable traffic throughout the day to support the kind of business you 
expect to find in a healthy downtown: produce stalls, a delicatessen, a small 
grocery store, a bakery, a cheese store, or a butcher. Try to buy a carton of 
eggs or a loaf of bread in downtown. Impossible. 


Most people think that Europe and Japan have great public transport. Well ... 
their subways, light-rails, and trains goes right to where people live, work, 
shop, and play: downtown. 


Although a pure 1-580 alignment may be the cheapest and fastest option to 
build .., we really have to take a step back and realize that our decisions 
now will influence development for the next 50 to 100 years. Our decision 
making should be driven by the objective of a long-term sustainable future for 
the East Bay - not by pleasing 4 short-term financial bottom-line. 
Generations to come will thank us if we can get it right this time. 


Similarly, Pleasanton's downtown could have greatly benefited from having BART 
access and I spoke to residents that simply find it untair if Livexmore should 
get all those amazing opportunities for transit oriented development that was 
denied to their downtown, They are already hurting from the absence of BART in 
their downtown. We must take care that the presence of BART to Livermore will 
not hurt them further. 


A BART station in downtown Livermore should not come at the expense (aka chain 
of lakes) of Pleasanton residents. My “preferred” alignment keeps BART on 
1-580 all the way out of Pleasanton until Livermore's (soon to be demolished) 
Portola Avenue exit. From there it should go underground to downtown and then 
eventually resurface to continue along the railroad to a station at either 
Vasco or Greenville. That station should provide easy highway access and ample 
parking for our commuter friends from across the Altamont pass. 


Submit: Submit 


0 To info@barttolivermore.org 
11/11/2009 11:52 AM ce 
bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form, [t was submitted by 
() on Wednesday, November 11, 2009 at 12:52:55 


First Name: Daniel 
Last Name: Jacobson 
Email: daniel.aaron. jacobsontgmail.com 


Message: What an incredible waste of money. Salt Lake City is adding 70 miles 
of rail in the next 7 years for a cost of $2.8 billion--that's nearly 10 times 
the rail-miles for less money than some of the alternatives under study. 
Livermore deserves a transit connection, but Bay Area taxpayers do not deserve 
to be ripped off with a cost-ineffective heavy rail technology. Go back to 
DMUs and BRT. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 128.12.54.109 
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BART to Livermore Extension Program 


jaeels <jaeels@yahoo.com> To info@banttolivermore.org Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
01/14/2010 03:00 PM ce Comments 
bee 
jaeals <jaeels@yahoo.com> 4 ' Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions concerning the Draft PEIR of the BART to 
Subject BART extension Liverrnore Extension, (Name and contact information optional.) 
Name (please print): ai We JSCPP GrGankalon/Business: é Soe et 
Address: BASS KES City: LAVA AGeotate: Aap: 


Mr, Malcolm Quint . i Va 2) 
Phone: __ pceeaiee! EMA ADA Ep pov © 
Respected Sir, Svc 4 (vlad Vv wt 


COMMENT! ESTIONS: 
I have studied the options for BART extensions to Livermore, and want to share my BS /QUESTIONS 


opinion. 3 RES TG — “Mot BrivA 
I think extending BART to the east to Greenville is the best option. That is where the -wp Bret to thé Ae Not eri 

last station should be, ik up dowyyown lt (¢s coe Vo lulaltve 

so if we decide to add more stations in the future, it will be easier to extend towards | B 

a | wil dare the auaaye yactuic ef 
Also, the parking and storage space will not be an issue since we have ample of space OW : 


there as compared to other options. 


I do feel that if we have a downtown station, that will bring more business to a Sa ee TERME NES — ee 
Livermore. It will be convenient to the residents around that area to get on BART and 
ride. 


As a professional in the building/ planning field, I strongly feel that getting the rail 
tracks from 580/Isabel southeast to Downtown and then back up northeast ending at 
Greenville is the best option to go with. (This is a combination of Alternative 3 and 1B) ea 
We will get the most for the buck we spend. = 


Kudos to you all for all your hard work! 


Thanks and best regards, 


~Meera Jaeel, LEED AP . sere 

Architectural Designer and Green Building Consultant 
eri i 

(925) 335-6679 —_—_——. ee ee ee eee 


wane 


ba = = BART to Livermore Extension Program 
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"Jo" <ceojo@shcglobal.net> To <info@barttolivermore.org> 


. 11/30/2009 10:17 AM ce 
Please respond lo Bes 
*Jo" <ceojo@sbeglobal.nel> 
Subject stations 


Thank you for this opportunity to voice. I feel it is essential to have a station at Greenville 
Road, Keeping the cars off the freeway is just as important as convenient. When you see 
the amount of cars going over the hill at the end of the day, if they had left their cars at 
Greenville and got on Bart. Ooooo Ia la, People that live in Livermore have a short ride to 
get on Bart in Dublin and they don’t Have to go on the freeway. The people in Brentwood, 
have to be on the freeway. And not only Brentwood, but Stockton and places beyond where 
homes are less expensive. 

Thanks, that's my two cents worth. Jo from Livermore 


0 To info@barttolivermore.org 
i 01/18/2010 01:34 PM ec 
i bec 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 


First Name: Dorothy 
Last Name: Johnson 
Email: djmarjohnésbcglobal.net 


Message: I would like to see BART along the I-S80 freeway, just like it is 
from Pleasanton heading ta Oakland. I believe it will be easier to build and 
less expensive and it will mostly be in a straight line. With no disrespect to 
anyone, I believe that it ought te be the Livermore people telling BART people 
where BART ought to go and not the other way around. I'm thinking no or few 
BART people live in Livermore. Suggestions are nice but the Livermore people 
know best and if they don't want it in any other place but the freeway then 
BART ought to respect their wishes. 


I've been paying for BART soon to be 40 years, Too bad I'll be too old to use 
it or maybe even dead by the time it gets here. 


Submit; Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 71.142.103,184 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozillta/S.0 (Macintosh; U; Intel Mac OS XK 10_5 8; en-us) 
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BART to Livermore Extension Program 


0 To info@barttolivermore.org Draft Program Environmental impact Report (PEIR) 
01/07/2010 01:31 PM cc Comments 
b 
‘ si , ; Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions concerning the Draft PEIR of the BART to 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page Livermore Extension. (Name and contact information optional.) 
Name (please print): Wayne. ONSEN organization/Business: 
Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by Address: 12533. \se Www rm Cily: Plein peinhons State: A, zip: 74580 


{) on Thursday, January 7, 2010 at 14:31:56 


Phone: G25°- 72-6907 Email: _S gov wanne aol Com 


First Name: Neal 


mA ase BOA le COMMENTS / QUESTIONS: 

Email: nealjn@comcast .net — ae lee: Avs avhewwahve £3 howtowr TZ Wout A 
Message: 1 would like to support alternative 1, with the following ASS Se o MASLOV. Gay tA 
Future in-line station expansions be planned for near Fallon Road and First G wa Vwle- yuck. 

Street. 


The Greenville Station platform be under the UPRR bridge and be extendable 
along the SPRR ROW for a possible extension to Tracy/Manteca. Such an 

extension might be considered to link with an HSR route instead of an HSR - a 
branch into the Bay Area. 
A future UPRR bridge and station be considered above the Greenville BART -~ - 
Station with direct transfer. 
Thank you for yaur considerations. Sa ar —— 


' 
| 
} 
' 
| 
' 
! 
} 
} 


} 
; 
| 
} 
‘ 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 67.191.236.248 ——————— a rare zs 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 8.0; Windows NT §..13 
Trident/4.0; Comcast Install 1.0; GTB6.3; .NET CLR 1.1.4322; ,NET CLR 
2.9.50727; .NET CLR 3.0.4506.2152; .NET CLR 3.5.30729; AskTB5.3; NET _mnhpset) 


j 
| i 


waar 


—> 
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JackEJohnston@aol.com To info@barttolivermore.org 


11/19/2009 08:29 PM ce Oarcy <tasanktas@pact com> Te “infogPborttotivermore ced” <infogibarttolnrmecs ange 
bec Ovia20t0 ThOo PM fea 
Subject Bart to Livermore bee 
Srobyect Mart 
The following preferred station points for BART to Livermore are ranked below: i, 
1) Downtown Livermore Station I'm a new reaident to Livermore and would Like my voloe to be heard in 
2) Isaabel/I580 Station thin matter. T'm not too gure tf it a 100% gaurantee that RANT ie 
3) Vasco Road Station coming to Livermore, My opinion ta that atatiatica show that when WAKT 
4) Isabel/Stantey Station comes to @ new city the crime rate rises, So my number one vote is to 
Gr i bse Stat hevp Livermore, my hone, safel! 

5) Greenville East Station tf it te @ @ure thing that GART le coming to Livermore and my firat 


opinion no longer counts, my vote ie for BART to go to the Greenville 
Jack & Karen Johnston Fant station. That way all of the valley coemuters can get on public 
transportation sooner without having to drive the commute thru 
Livermore and mo an. Putting it in at the Greenville atation will 
lighten the lood of commuters that can't get to their destination thru 
BART. 

Thank you for your tine, 


Have a great day! 
Uarcy Jones 
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0 To info@baritolivermore.org “Steve Jonos* To <nhadphartickenmare ang 


12/16/2009 09:46 AM cc Sai RR co 
bee TRA RO0B O77 PM tans 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page Sutgect BART Livermoro 
Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by Ri ding the Liverm extonsion, please rough i 
(Jon Wednesday, Docenber 16, 2009 at 10:46:04 Piceeoricn: Wettove ensugt, KOMi: one dock wood ay more: Prowse brave GAT ix 
ad aR Can or ne a ena N ane ea a a ta mikidie of the freeway where it's been designed all along. 
First Name: Reba 
Steve & Kathy Jones’ » 
Last_Name: Jones Jonaskc3@comcast.net 


Email: rjonesO03@gmail.com 


Message: I live in Manteca and have commuted to San Francisco everyday for the 
past 8 years. I think BART should go straight up 580 instead of cutting 
through Livermore. It would be cheaper and completed faster. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 204.16.153.45 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 7.0; Windows NT 5.1: GTB6; .NET 
CLR 1.1.4322; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; .NET CLR 3.0.04506.30; .NET CLR 
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Susan Junk To info@barttolivermore.org 
< 1 i > 

susan-sbe)@amall.coi cc Susan Junk <susan.kosj/@gmail.com> 
01/03/2010 05:15 PM hes 


Subject BART to Livermore 


January 3, 2010 
Dear BART People, 


I have lived in Livermore since birth and have paid taxes for BART with each sales tax purchase 
for most of my life. 
I would like to take this opportunity to voice my opinion of the BART Extension to Livermore. 


Alternative 1: Greenville East is the best overall scenario (per your web sitc), 
eO0U000NN Best use of yard and station sites already owned by BART. 
(0000000 Best or least impact of noise for neighborhoods near BART tracks. 


#0005000 Best increase in BART System Ridership of daily riders of the 9 
scenarios given. 
This is because it benefits both northern and southern residents of 
Livermore as well as regional people from Brentwood and Tracy. We all 
know that 1-580 west bound and east bound are the #2 and #3 for the worst 
traffic in all of the 9 Bay-area countics. 


#00000 Best use of money given the cost of stations, right-of-way and miles 
achieved, 


Ranks 5 (if 1 is best & 9 is the worst) for: 


efM0000000 Reduction in Vehicle Miles Traveled per day. 
eSO0000N0 Air Quality — reduction in regional emissions (Ibs/day) of NOx 
and ROG. 


BART in downtown Livermore has the markings of the worst scenarios of all of the 9 

alternatives, 
The nunber one problem with the downtown alternatives is parking. BART is notorious 
for parking problems. Our downtown is for the convenience of local shoppers , not to 
accommodate transit patrons, The few parking spaces in Livermore are for people going 
to the bank, local businesses, the local inovie theaters, and the local performing arts 
theater (the Bankhead). Livermore’s downtown will soon have a second performing arts 
theater and multiple family housing. It can not and should not have to put-up with 


vehicles parked all day long that do not support the local economy. Look at the impact of 
parking in Pleasanton, Dublin or Walnut Creek to see how many people park outside the 
BART lots to avoid an extra fee. “End of the line” cities are points of departure not 
people’s destinations. 


The number two problem with BART in downtown Livermore is crime. Ask anyone in 
law enforcement and they will tell you criminals like fast, easy and undetected escape 
routes such as BART. Was up-scale Pleasanton given a choice to have BART in their 
downtown? 


The number three problem with BART in downtown Livermore is disrupting the 
historical culture of the downtown area. Unless it is constructed underground but that 
would have unruly costs. The idea of downtown BART stations and tracks at grade or 
aerial is just plan ugly. 
The Greenville East along 1-580 helps the most people with the best ratio of money, iniles and 
Stations. 
Stop giving us excuses of ACE trains, diamond lanes and bullet speed monorails. We are tired of 
waiting. 


We have paid for BART for over a generation. Doesn’t the Federal Trade Commission have 
laws that govern and protect consumers that paid for a product but have not received it? 


Pleasanton will be getting 2 stations before the people of Livermore will get any. 


Jam planning my calendar for 2010 and would welcome an invitation to the groundbreaking of 
BART trains and the Greenville East Station (not a park-n-ride lot) in Livermore. 


Sincerity, 


Susan Junk 
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0 To iningthartiofivermoen ony 
} 2724/2009 0527 PM cc 


{| rH bee 
ii 
Subject inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form, It was submitted by 
() on Thursday, Gecerber 24, 2009 at 322127106 


Ficut_Name; Peter & Stella 

Last _Newe; Kachel 

Email: peter, kachel?comcast.net 

Message: Please keep BART on 1-580 going to Liverrore. 


Thenk you, 

feter and Stella Kachel 
1038 Lomites Ave. 
925-447-7559 


Submit: Submic 


REMOTE_ADDK: 76.126,225.231 

HTTP VEER AGENT: Muailla/4.0 {compatibles M31E 0.0; Windows NT 6.0) WOWAG) 
Teident/4.0; GTO6; SLCC]; NEY CLR 2,0.50727; Media Center PC 5.0; .WET CLR 
3.5.30725; .NET CLA 3.0. 30729) 


* To <iningDhartiofivermore.or 
i = S 
OW1V2010 03.08 PM ro 

Subject hi 


Please do not bring BART to Livermore. It will bring congestion, enhanced drug problems, and increase 
the homelessness problem m Livernore. In fact | wouk! De pleased to pay double the BART tux if you 
keep BART out of Livermore. Ralph Kalibjian, 1051 Batavia Ave., Livermore. 
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<towasngtwollstargo com> To <infogehentolivermoen cone Mmdkellomibcomcest net To wiogPbarttoivermcee.coe 
12/3/7009 02:48 PM « y 1122/2009 11:53 AM oo 


bee 
Subject extension Subject BART to Livermore 


Livermore has spent many years and millions of dollars to get commuters off the 
downtown streets. | can’t think of anything more disruptive to that desire than to place a 


Hello Maleotne | think based on the daily ride that I take; the Isabel/1-580 Station t Downtown BART station near the existing transit center in the downtown area. Keep BART on the 


Livermore freeway. Make it an easy spot for everyone to get to and less disruptive to the quiet of 
downtown, 
Denise Kellom 

Alfredo L Kawas 

Assistant Vico Prosident & 

Rogional Private Banker 

Wells Fargo Bank 

2260 Otis Drive 


Alameda, CA 94501 

harwas awetit fargo com 
510.464.1744 Direct line 
§10.337,0897 Fax line 


Mac®# A0220.011 
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0) To Info@bantolivermore.org 
01/21/2010 10:54 PM ce 


bee 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
{) on Thursday, January 21, 2010 at 23:54:4 


First_Name: James 
Last_Name: Kelly 
Email: jfkellyca@pachell.net 


Message: Some points te consider regarding the proposals for extending BART to 
Livermore. 

The decisions regarding the location of the BART extension to Livermore will 
have a long term impact on the transportation patterns in into and out of the 
Trivalley. 

Many current assumptions and concerns may not be pertinent, given the local 
and global changes ahead over the next generations. These may include: price 
and availability of fossil fuel, national responses to carbon emissions, 
economic incentives for concentration of housing near transportation 
pathways. The current proposals must be sensitive to these long term 
variables. 

Local cencerns {Pleasanton'’s demands that BART not cross proposed urban 
boundaries (annexation of Staples Ranch is still an Alameda County decision, 
in my understanding, and partially contingent on the long-planned Stoneridge 
extension); J,ivermore neighborhoods) should be considered, but not be the 
primary determinants of final decisions. 

Current commute traffic patterns {along I-580) may not be relevant over the 
rest of this century. 

Concentration of transportation hubs near housing will likely become the norm 
rather than the exception. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 70,.231.250.32 

RTTP_USER AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSTE 8.0; Windows NT 6.1; WOW64; 
Trident/4.0; SLCC2; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; .NET CLR 3.5.30729; .NET CLR 
3.0.30729; Media Center PC 6.0; InfoPath.2) 


0 To info@bantolivermore.org 
01/19/2016 03:00 PM ce 
; bec 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Tuesday, January 19, 2010 at 16:00:18 


First Name: Mary 

Last _Name: Kidwell 

Email: marylkidwell@amail.com 

Message: I support a station in downtown Livermore. I don't actually live in 
Livermore, but go there to see things at the Arts Center. Having the ability 


te BART to the LVPAC would make it much easier to attend events and not worry 
about parking or driving so far te get there. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 74.9.7.161 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 7.0; Windows NT 5.1; .NET CLR 
1.1.4322;” .NET CLR 2.0,50727; InfoPath.1) 
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0 To info@barttolivermore.org 
01/17/2010 07:01 AM cc 


bee 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 


First_Name: Jeanette 

Last Name: King 

Email: whjaking@comeast.net 

Message: I support two stations for BART Livermore - Downtown and Vasco. 


Route shouldfollow 580 te Portola, then underground to downtown with an 
underground station downtown, then above ground to Vasco station. 


This will have the least effect on residential areas, will support the 
downtown and be accessible to the community and connect with ACE train at both 
stations and be accessible to traffic coming from the east. Both stations 
will support TOD and there is also space for the yard. 


Thank you. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 75.36,181.71 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Macintosh; U; Intel Mac OS X; en-US; 
rvii.9.1.10) Gecko/20071115 Firefox/2.0.0.10 


Mod? Fotnbweaites To jedngihastiedivernore ong 
6s.com> bad 
1 1/2002000 02:27 AM bee 


Hello, 


lam all for the BART extension to Schedule Route 2A,.,. TO VASCO ROAD. As I read the 
report, it is obvious that the benefits outweigh the minimal risks and cost. 


Lam a businessman [| need the BART to Livermore to encourage me to transicr my office from 
Hayward to Livermore, where I live, BART access to VASCO ROAD will open up limitless 
business opportunities for high tech companies and will be a revenue maker for both BART and 
Livermore... 


SO PLEASE PLEASE BUILD BART TO LIVERMORE VASCO ROADHIN! 
Thanks! 


Moiz Kitabwalla, Ph.D, 

Scientific Director 

TM3 Therapeutics, LLC 

Livermore, CA 

925-209-1081 

mkitabwalls@jundtherapeutics.com 

www, tm Itherapeutics,cony 

This mesmge is confidential unless otherwise stated. Confidential messages may not be disclosed 
to, or used by, anyone other than the addressce. If you receive this message in error, please advise 
us immediately. He aware that e-mail may be falsified - TM3 cannot be held responsible for the 
integrity of this message. 
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Mona M. Knock, Ph.D., and Christopher L. Kunz, Ph.D. 
5479 Treeflower Dr, 
Livermore CA 94551 


Attn: Malcolm Quint 

BART Planning Department 
300 Lakeside Dr. 

Oakland CA 94612 


December 5, 2009 


Dear BART Planning Department, 


We are writing with our comments on the Draft PEIR for extending BART service to 
Livermore. 


OF the alignment options connecting Livermore to the Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station, 
we strongly prefer the options that maximize the use of existing railway alignments. Our 
preferred path is the one that connects through E] Charro Rd to the Isabel/Stanlcy Station, 
along Railroad to the Downtown Livermore Station and along existing railway routes to 
reach the Vasco Road Station and terminate there, or terminate one stop further at the 
Greenville East Station, Residents near these routes are already accustomed to railway 
noise and traffic, and these factors are already present in their property valucs. ‘{he route 
numbers we prefer are: Ja and 2a 


We do not like routes 1, 2, and 3, which add new railway where none previously existed, 
creating the Isabel/I-580 Station and the Greenville East Station, without connection to 
Downtown Livermore Station and the national labs at Vasco Road Station. 


Thank you for your consideration, 


tt. wah. CLL. eG LE 


Mona Knock and Chris Kunz 


Carolynn Kohn To info@barttolivermore.org 


<ckohn@pacilic.edu> an 
12/07/2009 02:53 PM mae 
Subject Attn. Malcolm Quint, BART Planning Department 
Dear Mr. Quint 


I respectfully submit my thoughts: 


Lown a home and live in Livermore. I am also a BART rider. In the past I have used BART to 
commute to work; now I typically use it to commute into the city for fun rather than for business. 


I very strongly OPPOSE the plan to cither place the Livermore BARY station in downtown or to 
run a line through downtown. 

This is destroy the tranquility of downtown and undo all of the hard work the city has put in to 
create a wonderful small-town feel. I believe the same would be true if the BART station were 
placed in downtown Pleasanton. 

The Rockridge BART station is a good example of this - it is noisy, congested, difficult to park 
and not at all relaxing to visit that part of Rockridge - and Rockridge is much bigger than 
Livermore in terms of it's actual downtown area. 


L absolutely SUPPORT the plan to have the BART station placed at either the Greenville or 
Vasco road locations. This will not only allow commuters to take the train during the week, but 
would also encourage people to take BART to the livermore wineries - especially if there was a 
shuttle bus. It is very close to downtown, but would not negatively affect the atmosphere. 


Thank you very much for working so hard on what is an important matter. 
Sincerely, 


Carolynn Kohn 
2653 College Avenue 
Livermore, CA 94550 


Carolynn Kohn, PhD BCBA-D 
Department of Psychology 
University of the Pacific 
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To info@barttolivermore.crg 
cc 
bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
(} on Wednesday, December 2, 2009 at 22:09:31 


First_Name: John 
Last Name: Kopp 
Email: johnny. kopp@qmail,com 


Message: I have been a resident of Livermore since December 1975. It wasn't 
too long before there were rumors that Bart was being considered to Livermore. 
To be fair, the likelihood of that happening in my lifetime was slim at best. 
Over the years there have been studies of one kind or another that were 
related to the possibility of Bart being a reality in Livermore, 34 years 
later and still the studies continue and Bart is still a long way off, The 
center median plan for Bart has usually been the plan that has been most 
receptive and the least cost. I would suggest that this plan stay on course. 
The city and any developer should have in their plan some kind of transit road 
that would be used only for the means of getting people to and from the 
proposed Bart stations. These shuttles would be immune to everyday traffic. 
People would get from the main station to their destinations without any 
delay. Electric or hybrid vehicles would be the only vehicles allowed on these 
roads.! 

Eventually all mass transit vehicles would meet this criteria. 1 understand 
that ridership is a concern for having Bart coming to Livermore Bart should 
focus on getting the project here and the city of Livermore could work on 
getting the riders to and from the main stations, 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 24.5.246.183 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/S.0 (Windows; U; Windows NT 5.1; en-US; rv:1.9.1.5) 
Gecko/20091102 Firefox/3.5.5 


0 To info@baritolivermore.org 
01/01/2010 10:54 PM ce 
bec 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Friday, January 1, 2010 at 23:54:38 


First Name: Mark 
Last Name: Kosenski 
Email: managerski@gmail.com 


Message: lst, T not at all happy that all the options seem to be within ear 
shot of my house and our peaceful community will need to deal with yet more 
noise pollution, Let me list them all, we are on the approach to livermore 
airport, we are near the UP tracks, and we have the 580 freeway. I sit here 
trying to survive the worst economic disaster in my lifetime and watching my 
property value decrease. So like many I 4m not in a position to just sell and 
move away from all the "progress" I was trying to move away from when I 
“settled” here in the first place. Anyway now that I have vented please 
consider the options of keeping BART on the freeway. I just do not see any 
sense of sending Bart into the downtown area and next to all the existing 
residential areas. Please be considerate of that and place extension next to 
580. Options 4 or 1 are the only possibilities I see. 

All other options are right out my bedroom window and I would sure like to be 
able to sleep at night. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 76.103.87.250 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Macintosh; U; Intel Mac OS X 10_6_2; en-us) 
AppleWebKit/531.21.8 (KHTML, Like Gecko} Version/4.0.4 Safari/531.21.10 
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tt} To jnfo@baritolivermore.org 
12/06/2009 10:08 AM ce 


bee 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Relow is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
{() on Sunday, December 6, 2009 at 11:08:55 


First _Name: Jake 

Last Name: Krakauer 

Email: evergreen3202@ yahoo.com 

Message: Public transport through city centers is a good idea IF AND ONLY iF 
population is centered there. California and the cast bay are sprawl. Route 
the BART extension where the people are, and where the need is greatest - 
ALONG THE FREEWAY. In addition, if the cost is lower for a 580 routing, why 
the debate? 

New BART stations need two additional features; LOTS of parking so commuters 
don't get locked out (like the current Pleasanton station) and connecting bus 


lines. At future Livermore stations, for example, buses connecting to 
Livermore, Tracy, Modesto and Brentwood centers would make sense. 


Design the line to allow for future extension to Brentwood or Tracy. You may 
not be able to ring the bay but ringing the east bay could work. 


Jake Krakauer 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 148.87.1.167 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 6,0; Windows NY 5.1; SV1; .NET 
CLR 1.1.4322; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; .NET CLR 3.0.04506.30; InfoPath.1; .NET CLR 
3.0,04506, 648) 


Art Krakowsky To mquint@bar.gov 
<artkr@sbeglobal,net> ee 
01/22/2010 08:47 PM bee 

Please respond to 

artkr@sbeglobal.net Subject (Fwd: Your request) 


January 17, 2010 


Mr. Malcolm Quint 
San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 


300 Lakeside Drive, 16° Floor 
Oakland, CA 94612 


Dear Mr. Quint; 

We support building BART on 1580 with a station at Isabel and at Greenville. This route will be 
the Icast expensive and carry the most riders. In these tough economic times, it is the route that 
is the most likely to be funded in our lifetimes. 

This alignment gives us relief for the I580 commute and is the most convenicnt for all to use. 
Thank you for your consideration of our request. 


Art Krakowsky 3052 Reed Ave. Livermore 


Carol Krakowsky 3052 Reed Ave. Livermore 
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Julie Kraybill To info@barttolivermore.org 
<julieykray@yahoo.com> 


01/02/2010 02:54 PM 


cc 
bec 


Subject Comments 
Ce: Board Of Directors, BART 


To Whom it may concern, 


My name is Julie Kraybill, 1 ama Livermore resident, and I have an opinion on where 1 would 
like the BART to Livermore extension to go to in Livermore, I would like to see a stop at Isabel 
_and Stanley, Downtown Livermore, and Vasco, | am not interested in the Isabel/I-580 or the 
Greenville stations. [ would use the train to go into SF and Berkley for fun and my husband 
would use the train to go to work in Albany. We are excited to have Bart come to Livermore and 
would regularly use the system. 


To err is human; to blame it on someone else is politics 


Thanks, 

Julie Kraybill 

718 Catalina Dr. 
Livermore Ca 94550 
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Mani Krishnan To <jnfo@bantolivermore.org> 
<r_manikandan@hotmall.com te 
> 


01/02/2010 08:27 PM bec 
Subject Written comment 


Bart extention along 580 with Isabel/I-580 and Vasco Road stations is a useful option and Is 
less disruptive to existing properties and other structures. 


Please choose the least disruptive route along 580, that helps both commuters from central 
valley and in Livermore. 


My address: 


4653, Kimberley common 
Livermore, CA 94550, 


Hotmail: Trusted email with Microsoft's powerful SPAM protection. Sign up now, 


0 To info@barttolivermore.org 
12/19/2009 11:22 AM cc 
bee 


Subject Inquiry tom the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
(} on Saturday, December 19, 2009 at 12:22:46 


First Name: Kurt 
Last_Name; Kummer 
Email: k. kumaer@comeast.net 


Message: Please plan the B.A.R.T. extension to Livermore along the 1-580 
median, as it runs eastward from Pleasanton, Whether the City of Livermore 
prefers a downtown link, an ACE link, or anything else, please use the I-580 
median to get there. Pleasanton'’s Staples Ranch Project with its senior 
housing, parks and open space should not be compromised by noisy, elevated 
B.A.R.T. train tracks. 


Thanks very much. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 24.4.32,127 

HTTP USER AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 5.0; Windows NT 6.1; 
Trident/4.0; SLOC2; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; .NET CLR 3.5.30729; .NET CLR 
3.0,30729; Media Center PC 6.0; OfficeLiveConnector.1.3; OfficeLivePatch.0.0) 
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To intoapbarttotvermore.ora 
c 


bee 
Subject Voss 


Chiisting Maltey 
<cmpbnayirevelipyahoo.com> 
12/28/2000 10.50 AM 


Our vate is to have the bart station located at sabelStandey Slaton 


ave a great day, 
Mr. & Mes. Danse! Kwan 
$77 Heligan tn Unit 3 


Livermore CA 04551 


0 To intogPbartotvermore.org 
11/132009 09;18 PM oo 


| beo 
Subject inquiry from the BART to Livermore Contact Paga 


felow is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Peiday, November 135, 2009 at 22:10:47 


First Name: Vamsce 

Last Name: Lakomsant 

Email: vamsee@livermorebart.org 

Message: Dear Mr. Quint: 

1 *m in favor of options la, Ib or Za for BART to Livermore. I believe Transit 
Oriented Development should be the main factor in constructing new notations, 
We definitely need a downtown Livermore Station and a second easternmost 
station at Greenville. Although the Greenville station tn not ideal for TOD it 
can be used to build large packing lote for the central valley folks. The 
downtown station can serve the TOU needs, 

Regards 

verlfytext: ooho 


Sutmit: Submit 


KEMOTE_ADDR: 99.64,33.221 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Morille/5.0 (Windows; U; Windows NT G.1; en-US; rv:1.9.1.5) 
Geoko/20091102 Fixofox/3.5.5 GTBS {.HET CLE 3.5.30729) 
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. we 0 To inogihamolivermars ony 
ON 01/19/2010 09:18 PM 
ET bee 


Subject inquiry trom the BART to Livermore Contoct Page 


Below is the remult of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
{} on Tuesday, Jonvory 19, 2010 at 32:18:18 


Firet_Nene: Fortunato 
Last_Name: Lapina 
Rmail: flapinatabegiobal.not 


Message: I am AGAINST the proposed BAKT station in downtown Livermore. Tf you 
would Like explanation of my position you may contact mo by e-mail. 


verifytoxr: OOTR 
Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 69.228.83.189 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Hozilla/4.0 (compatible; MS1E 7,0; Windows NT 6.0; 61001; 
«NET CLA 2.0,50727; Modia Center PC 8.0; .NET CLA 3.5.30729; .NET CLA 
3.0. 30018; WioNT=PAI 12.08.2009) 


BART to Livermore Extension Program 
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Comments 


Please completo this form with your comments and/or questions concerning the Dratt PEIR of the BART to 
Livermore Extension, (Name and contact information optional,) 


Name (please print): SEAN K | EMM AWorganizationBusiness: __ Engi a 
address: “TSE Valley Ave. cry Pleasanton suixeCA 201 +5 %/, 
prone; A2%5 42G 2320 ema; SWZ man @ Com cast. ned 
COMMENTS / QUESTIONS: 
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0 To infodPbaimolivermore.omg 
01/19/2010 4:17 PM « 


bec 
Subject Inquiry fron ihe BART to Livermore Subawt Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was sulmitted by 
{) on Tuesday, January 19, 2010 at Lirli:a2 


First Name: Les 

Last Name: Leiboviteh 

Emailr lesrena. leibovitchtouncast ,net 

Message: I am in favor of the underground route down Portola to & subway 


atation in downtown Livermore, then proceeding at grane to a terminal at the 
Vasco Road Ace station, 


nnn oe ee eee eee EE ooo 


REMOTE ADDR: 24.23.2327.19 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Macintosh; U; Intel Mac O59 K 10.5 8; an-ua) 
AppleWebk{e/S3).9 (KHTML, Ilke Geoko) Vorsion/4.0.3 Safari/55i.9 


a TO intogptiertictiveenenn.ceg 
O1/1992010 04:20 PM o 


hee 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Contact Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Tuonday, January 19, 2010 wt 17:20:02 


FPirst_Hame: Les & Rena 

Last_Wome: Leibovitch 

mail: lesrona.leibovitch@comeast .net 

Message: We both are in favor of an underground route for BART that will go 
down Portola to a gubway station downtown, This route should then proceed at 
qrade to a terminal at the Vasco Road Ace station. 

verifytext: VMYS 

Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADUR: 24,23.232.19 
HTTP USER AGENT: Mozilla/5,.0 (Macintosh; U; Intel Mac OS X 10.5 8; en-us) 
AppleWebKit/531,9 (KHTML, like Gecko) Vorsion/4,0,3 Safari/Sit.4 
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Sally Leonard To intolPparttolivermore.ora 
<sbloanardg@comcast net> 
12/14/2000 05:06 AM 

Subject paisa 


I am deeply concerned by the noise caused by above ground BART 
trains. 1! once worked for an agency near the BART Crecks in Oaklane, 
and we had to stop talking every time a BAAT train went by because 
the noise level wes so high we couldn't hear one another speaking. 
Any trains along Stanley Blvd. or inte downtown Livermore need to be 
underground, 


Sally Leonard 
344 Anna Maria St. 
Livermore, CA 94550 


To infodptarttolnenmans.cny 
oc 


bee 
Subject Inquiry trom the BART to Livermore Subst Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedbeck form. It was submitted by 
() on Wednesday, Oecesbuer 30, 2009 at OF 3 


Virst_Hame: Linda 
Laat_Nome: Leonardini 
Email: spunki@directy.ner 


Message: I think that the stations for Livermore Bart should be located at the 
§80 treeway (Tnabol/580 etation & Greenville East Stetion), Orherwisr, going 
into the downtown Livermore would create more traffic with the cossmters. If 
it's at the frooway it would be mere convenient for the commuters, 


Submic: Subenit 


weMOre ADDR: 99.197.32.57 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilia/4.0 (compatible; MSTR 7.0; Windows NT S.1; GYB6; .NET 
cia 1.0, 3705; .NET CLA 1.1.4322; Media Center PC 4,0: PeoplePal 6.2; .NET CLA 
2.0.50727; Peopleval 6.6; WET CLR 3.0.4506,27182; . MET CIA 4.5. 30729) 
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“Lewls-Evans Ptytiia” 
Seana em, 


1118/2000 08:34 AM 


Jo <ido(pburtiohvureaea.ory> 


cc 
bec 


Subject Bart Cxreesion 


1 think Bart shoukd have been extended a long bene ago in Livermom. [ive in Tracy and commute to 
Oaskiend for work everyday, the first 3 years | moved to Tracy | had to drive lo work because there 
weren't any commuter vanpools coming out of Tracy, then | started driving to Bart in Dublin | did that for 
abou J years then & got to the point where by the tine | drove into Dublin | would continue to drive into 
Oakland, Bul if there had been @ station in Livermore | would have continued to take Bart on a dally 
basis. fam all for Bart being in Livermore. Thanks for even considering extending Bart to Livernore 


Phyltis 


tt] To intotpbamotivermore.org 
1avea2000 11:17 PM ee 


bee 
Subject tnquiry troen the BART to Livermore Contact Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. Tr wan submitted by 
() on Thursday, Owowmbar 24, 200¥ at 00:27:92 


First Mame: Edward 
Last_Nane: Lindsey 
email: omad2@comcast .net 


Message: 1 would Like to give my full support to the Bart to Livermore option 
which direate the txacks in the 1580 corridor and supports two stations, one 
at the Isabelle 1580 junction and one at the Greenville Road I SHO junction. 
T support a maintaince yard at the Grenville road ~ end of the line ntatian. 
I find this the most desirable option for the following reasons; 
a) Moine corcides semaine localized to the current noise regtan, 
b) Dust and dirt from the passing trains remain in the freeway area. 
tc) Livermore residents maintain privecy from passing possengers, 
d) L believe every Trivally resident benifits when tripe through 
the valley are on BART not in cars. 
e) I am WOT in favor of any off freeway routes or atationa in 
Livermore which small groups of bussiness leaders, bussiness nen, 
ox citizens benifit at the expense of the total citianneary. | 
suggest every penny possible be applied to extending routes 
inte non serviced areas and improving access, parking and safety. 
Other (asuen T would Iike to include are: 
1} Lecal regions can easly supply shuttle busses to and fram the 
stations as needed. 
2) The Greeville 1580 station could incorporate an ACE stop. 


Thank you for the opportunity to submit an input. 


Sincerely, 
Ed Lindsey 


voritytext: UPowv 
Submit: Subait 


REMOTE _ADDH: 76,126,228.97 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozitla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 7.0; Windows NT S.t; .NET CLA 
2.0.507277 .WET CLA 1.0.4908.21523 .HET CLR 3.5.30729) 
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Roa Liu To infogpbarttotivenmore.org 
<xiangrongiuaepnotmad.com 


12/31/2009 06-26 PA bos 
‘Sutyect comments for bart to Evennore oxtonson 


The *Teabel/I-580 station” route in a much better route. 


1. Ie goes slong the 1-580 highway which in consistent with the exiating 
Dublin/Pleasanton station. 

?, Tt hae leas impact on the residential area. 

3. The distance is shorter, requiring less construction. 


Thanks and Happy New Yeor! 


Kon Lig 


3055 Staples Ranch Drive 
Pleasanton, CA 94508 


om: ') To info@barttolivermore.org 
11/20/2009 06:42 PM oc 
‘ bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
{) on Friday, November 20, 2009 at 19:42:43 


First_Name: William Loewe 
Last_Name: Loewe 
Email: weloewe@ao)l.com 


Message: 

I have been a resident of Livermore since February of 1967, residing near the 
intersection of Fast Avenue and Hillcrest. Although there have been many 
environmental changes since then, almost always a result of urbanization, the 
primary and major cause of an altered {and almost always deteriorated) 
environment has been increased automotive traffic. Extending BART to Livermore 
may, or may not, stop further deterioration, depending on the route selected. 


There is only one environmentally desirable route for the proposed BART 
extension, and that is the one that goes directly to the intersection of 1580 
and Greenville road. 


That route takes traffic off of all Livermore streets, and thus minimizes the 
environmental impact. In fact, it provides for environmental improvement! 
BART will assume much of I-580 traffic from the western edge of the Altamont 
all through the Valley, and will also take much of the current thraugh-traffic 
from the city streets. No other proposed route does this. 


Note well, that other new stations in the heart of the city would contribute 
to traffic congestion, or lengthen the path and therefore rider commute time, 
a deterrent to offloading 1-580 traffic onto BART. And the convenience that 
would be provided by closer stations is trivial. Besides, who wants another 

train through town, replacing some thoughtfully planned existing urban areas 

with an eyesore? 


With any of the proposed options,one more crucial requirement must be met to 
gain these benefits: 


Provide a BIG BIG parking lot at Greenville Road! 


Thank you for this opportunity to provide input. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 207.200.116.135 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 6.0; AOL 9.0; Windows NT 5.1; 
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0 To info@baritolivermore,org 
11/17/2009 08:18 PM ce 


bec 
Subject’ Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Contact Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
{) on Tuesday, November 17, 2009 at 21:18:32 


First Name: Denise 


Last_Name: Lowe 
Email: DI008L@a0l.com 


Message: Please have the Bart track extension stay along the 580 corridor. I 
vote for Alternate 1. If the station is built in an appealing location such 
as near downtown, you will be inviting crime elementa from the East Bay such 
as Oakland into our beautiful, quiet and relatively problem-free city. This 
is the reason we moved to Livermore, To feel secure and to get away from the 
graffiti and other problems plaguing Fremont. Bart put a station next to 
BayFair Mall many years ago and it ruined it. I foresee the same problem 
happening at Stoneridge once the station is completed there. Have you ever 
ridden Bart? I have many times to San Francisco for business and pleasure. If 
have seen people hop over the ticket booths at the downtown stations and Bart 
Police are powerless to do anything. I have seen many people on the train 
that I would be afraid to sit next to, Please, please, please, do not do this 
to the City of Livermore. The people that are planning this extens! 

ion have good intentions but you have to think like a cop in this instance 
and realize that there are lots of different elements that ride Bart. Please, 
let's not find out what I know will be a huge, huge mistake for Livermore if 
we pursue anything other than Alternate 1. As a second thought, I would not 
like to see Bart cutting a path through our wonderful city, You do not see 
Bart running through the middle of Napa. We are trying to make Livermore a 
wine destination,..net a declining city. The freeway, I believe, is the 
perfect lecation for the Bart extension as we are used to seeing it in this 
type of venue already.,.Alternate 1 is the way to go. 


verifytext: HHOJd 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 207.200.116.135 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 7.0; AOL 9,1; AOLBuild 
4334.5006; Windows NT 5.1; Trident/4.0; GTB6; .NET CLR 1.0.3705; .NET CLR 
1.1.4322; Media Center PC 4.0; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; .NET CLR 3.0.4506.2152; 
«NET CLR 3.5.30729) 


Malcolm Quint To info@baritolivermare.org 
<Maquint@bart.gov> 


12/02/2009 01:14 PM 


cc 
bee 
Subject Fw: BART to Livermore EIR Comments 


Forwarded by Matcolm Quin/MSQ/OaW/BART on 12/02/2009 01:09 PM «= 
“Vinn, Bob" <bgvinn@eci livermore.ca.us> 


TO “t4atcolm Quint" <Mquint@bart.gov> 
42/01/2009 09:41 AM « 


Subject BART to Livermore EIR Commonts 


Malcolm, 


Please include the attached emails as comments on the BART to Livermore EIR from the author (not me). 
Thanks, 


Bob Vinn 
Assistant City Engineer 
Engineering / Community Development 
Gity of Livermore 
(925) 960-4516 
(925) 580-8287 cell 
(925) 960-4505 fax 
li 


LIVERMORE 


EANIFORSES 


----- Message from <D1008L@aol,com> on Fri, 20 Nov 2009 11:56:40 -0800 ----- 
To: "Vinn, Bob" <bgvinn@ci.livermore.ca.us> 
Subject: Bart to Livermore 


Dear Mr Vinn, 
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1 am compelled to write again after reading the "Build near 1-580..." article in this morning's Tri-Valley 
Herald. Federal dollars are at stake | understand, | also understand the concept that the federal 
government and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission strive for. But! also understand that "In 
2006, CnnMoney.com named Livermore as the 31st most desirable clty to live in.” It can remain that way 


if we place Bart along 1-580. 


itis said that having housing near Bart will provide more ridership outside of the commute hours. | 
disagree. Unless you have a solid transportation infrastructure, which is impossible to depend on since 
bus hours and routes change periodically due to budget constraints, how can one depend on it for major 
transportation? When | was 20, | had to take the bus to work since | did not have a car, It was 
undependable since the bus would sometimes be late and | would then miss my next connection. It was 


actually faster for me to take the long walk to work than to take a bus. 


| have used Bart a significant amount of times to know that homeless people will take shelter at the 
stations if they are near public services. Also, as | stated before, crime will increase. Eastmont Mall in 
Oakland had to close many years ago due to theft and graffiti. | worked for the Buying Office and HR at 
Mervyn's for 16 years when we had Store 19 at that location, Every Mervyn's store had one Loss 
Prevention Manager. The Eastmont Mall had to have three. Even then, the loss was so great that 
Mervyn's eventually closed shop there after much protest by the city to keep it open. JC Penney's had the 
same problem. Once it was gone, the Eastmont Mall closed for good. Bart is a good transporation 
method to get to Bayfair Mall. Since there were no other malls in Oakland, Oakland residents used Bart to 
shop at Bayfair once a Bart station was installed there. The crime rose dramatically at that mall and 


stores left because the cost of doing business became too high. 


Reasonable and ordinary people make plans like this in terms of reasonable and ordinary people. They 
can visualize people coming into dawntown Livermore for dinner and a show at the movie theater or at the 
Bankhead Theater. They can visualize more tourists coming to Livermore for the wine and rodeo events. 
And they can visualize people using Bart to get to work five days a week. But can they visualize the gang 
members who will come to our fair downtown and vandalize/create drama? Can they visualize the 
downtown becoming emaciated because steal-and-ride becomes the norm? Does our Police Dept have 
the budget to make a presence downtown? Can they visualize people fearful to walk around in the 
evening downtown as we do now? 


4500 housing units is standing between the security/safety and the steep decline of a wonderful city that is 
called Livermore. What will CNN.Money see the next time they took at Livermore if Bart comes to 


downtown? 
Thank you, 


Denise and Lloyd Lowe 
2118 Stonebridge Road 
Livermore, CA 
925-292-1090 
----- Message from <D1008L@aol.com> on Tue, 17 Nov 2009 20:28:37 -0800 ----- 
To: "Vinn, Bob" <bgvinn@ci.livermore.ca.us> 
Subject: Vote for Bart Alternate 1 


Dear Mr Vinn, 


Please have the Bart track extension stay along the 580 corridor. | vote for Alternate 1. If the station is 
built in an appealing location such as near downtown, you will be inviting crime elements from the East 
Bay such as Oakland into our beautiful, quiet and relatively problem-free city. This is the reason we 
moved to Livermore. To feel secure and to get away from the graffiti and other problems plaguing 
Fremont Bart put a station next to BayFair Mall many years ago and it ruined it, | foresee the same 
problem happening at Stoneridge once the station is completed there. Have you ever ridden Bart? | have 
many times to San Francisco for business and pleasure, | have seen people hop over the ticket booths at 
the downtown stations and Bart Police are powerless to do anything. | have seen many people on the 
train that | would be afraid to sit next to. Please, please, please, do not do this to the City of Livermore. 
The people that are planning this extension have good intentions but you have to think like a cop in this 
instance and realize that there are lots of different elements that ride Bart. Please, let's not find out what! 
know will be a huge, huge mistake for Livermore if we pursue anything other than Alternate 1. Asa 
second thought, | would not like to see Bart cutting a path through our wonderful city. You do not see Bart 
running through the middle of Napa. We are trying to make Livermore a wine destination...not a dectining 
city. The freeway, | believe, is the perfect location for the Bart extension as we are used to seeing it in this 
type of venue already...Alternate 1 is the way to go. 


Thank you very much, 


Denise and Lloyd Lowe 
2118 Stonebridge Road 
Livermore, CA 
925-292-1090 
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BART to Livermore Extension Program 
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Comments 


Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions eile the Draft PEIR of the BART to 
Livermore Extension, ae and contact information optional.) 


' ’ ah 


Name (plonse print): LE Les SEU SS Organization/Business: 


Nitin ASE Se TPE pt Gy by State: "Zip: ; 
Phones 2 8S 835 atte es Email: te ae (Ss wee 
COMMENTS / QUESTIONS: 

= d Lae ‘ y= ie. ‘ J a C4 Pek, ” 


—=> 


==" BART to Livermore Extension Program 


0 To info@barttolivermore.org 
01/15/2010 09:36 AM cc 
bee 


Subject inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
{) on Friday, January 15, 2010 at 10:36:14 


First Name: Diane 
Last_Name: Major 
Email: major996@comcast net 


Message: Please do not allow BART to come through town on Union Pacific Rail 
lines. I feel it will destroy our town and further diminsh the values of 

homes and condos already built near the rail lines. Take a look at the homes 
surrounding the existing BART tracks as you go to Oakland. Is this what you 
want in our town? I don't! The only route to consider is down 580 corridor. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 63.194.221.74 

HTTP_USER_AGENT; Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 7.0; Windows NT 5.1; 
Trident/4.0; SIMBAR={050AF567-452A-4392-BE73-A3875E5DF9AA}; GTB6.3; .NET CLR 
1.1.4322; NET CLR 2.0.50727; MS-RTC LM 8B; .NET CLR 3.0.4506.2152; .NET CLR 


3.5.30729; MSN Optimized; US) 
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Dec Mees RG: ms 
DEAR DIR: “IVER MORE y. 
L hive AbeoT hare bie hs Prem 7 Thee =e 
hy VER MORE \! hee js TRans cENTeRs Syne t 
was hull four years foc. Ive SEEN AN 
INCREASE . ihe Neisé level Beem the 
Wize) bese ci ihal ARIVE by My Hevse 
on Junchen Ive. K alse bean fhe 222 
TRAINS and the Freighl /RainS Noises 
Prem es heusfF « Pood YEARS , ACE a 
shined WEARING EAR plegs Ww hen Lf ¢e 
ovfside the hevse, Bring J Baal thraevc dh 
down lown LIVERMORE Will b — MERE 
Noise) Traff, @ LeneeS g Lion fe bis AIRE -ady 
litle cily. Please, Please for Ged sake 
KEEP Bar} CN thie SIC REE WAY uind 
col ¢ # de wiy le win LIVER MC RE 
Please pel This decision Jo a vole by 
the en of LuveRMe AE, 
SINCERELY Yeers 
_ Gines Diet lee 


37S Juecdien Ave hong 


BART to Livermore Extension Program 
Draft Program Environmental impact Report (PEIR) 
Comments 


Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions conceming the Oraft PEIR of the BART to 
Livermore Extension. (Name and contact information optional.) 


Name (please print): eee nag Organization/Business: 0 
Address: /& 3.0 ndair Px city: Pleasanton state: CA zip: 4588 


Phone: 925 - 449-8802. _ Email: id Sane, @ posbell net _ 


COMMENTS / QUESTIONS: 
owt o lea or kin Mn qi Rae 
1 Vike the GREENVILLE CAST glhernwtive since | nee 
AN, 2 7 ! the. 
hops 1S whe} Yidarore, bus 9 
Sate. Uvermove_£¢ remote. Aaving, ie Saale: 


Li vermove.. a ee 


—=> 


——————————————————————————————— 
el 
= BART to Livermore Extension Program 
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BART to Livermore Extension Program 
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Comments 


Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions conceming the Draft PEIR of the BART to 
Livermore Extension. (Name and contact information optional.) 


Name (please print): Spe. Wa 2 4 __ Organization/Business: 


address: 2769 Cab f la “Ave Cy, Lert“ __state: $4 2p. 29550 


Email: pine he emt © cecrJ -0 } 
COMMENTS / QUESTIONS: 


5270 Te (aseas VLE fA Lae A tec 
Jima pei Pp 


Phone: 


pene 


——> 


== BART to Livermore Extension Program 


i] To info@bantolivermore.org 
/ 01/20/2010 08:54 AM cc 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on wedhesday; January, 20, 2010 at 09:54:11 


First Name: Susan 
Last_Name: Mangels 
Email: smangels@comcast.net 


Message: The TriValley needs BART straight down the [580 - to greenville AND 
its needs to be convenient to the ACE train. AND it needs to be done ASAP - 
the traffic load on 1580 is very heavy and it is all the time now. Weekends 
are nealry as busy as a normal weekday. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 128.115.27,11 
HTTP_| USER, AGENT: Mozilla/S.0 (Macintosh; U; Intel Mac OS X 10.5; en-US; 
rv:1.9.0.11) Gecko/2009060214 Firefox/3.0.1t 
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2200 Marina Avenue 
Livermore, California 94550-9026 
December 3, 2009 


BART Planning Department 
300 Lakeside Drive 
Oakland, California 94612 


Attention: Mr. Maleolm Quint 
Dear Mr. Quint: 


I write in regard to the planning process for BART to Livermore, As a full-time care- 
giver now, | cannot get to the public hearing meetings, so am sending my comments in 
this letter, 


When the HUB center in Livermore was established, 1 was yery happy for the benefits it 
brought to transportation for Livermore citizens and visitors. I’ve used buses and the 
ACE train from the HUB, a most convenient transfer point for wherever one goes in the 
area. 


Convenience for passengers is key to making transit systems effective. Therefore, 1 am 
in favor of the BART alternative that would bring trains under Portola Avenue to the 
HUB and then out to Greenville. Passengers on the ACE train would be more likely to 
use BART than a rapid bus system and would appreciate the easy transition stop, 


We recognize that the cost of putting the system underground for some distance would be 
a hurdle, but that is the only possible snag we see. Objections have been raised as to 
blight, crime, and noise. The stations in Oakland and Berkeley have not been eyesores at 
all. The number of housing units that would be possible in the area here would contribute 
passengers and would fit into the housing goals already in place in Livermore. The trains 
would bring more customers than criminals, more concert-goers than outlaws. | cannot 
speak directly to the noise question, but look for studies to show us the extent of any 
possible problem with noise. 


Of course, we are very happy that the process of considering BART to Livermore is 
moving ahead and are grateful to all in your department for your work on it, 


Sincerely, 
Cgceca’ TATE 
Patricia Mann 


Greetings . 

v .- 
Do ot pect Bart Sshtioe at ather Tsabel/stont. 
OM Downtoum Livermme . Phaats Two déluns weuld 
Add foo nruch Aitayfuc. and mote, ite Ferre, 
Qbea, Thon ce mot amoug’e Afi en, fee Linathes oL 


Malvors | we potislll, te cleovonluen Levtomnert » 
rg 


Thanks 


Nor ta Morli're 
Y, J 
Mr Jack Marling 


Natu D po pox 495 
eww’ Livermore, CA 94551-0495 
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"Max" <mmahini@ait,net> To <info@barttolivermore.org> Meadamigzcomcast.net To intogpeartiotvernore.org 
12/25/2009 11:47 AM ce 01/0/2010 1248 PM ce 
bee boc 
Subject Suggestion for Livermore Extension Subyect BART alignment 
Hello, | have lived in Livermore since 1993 and have been willingly paying my taxes for BART. 
Whee . | would like to strongly recommend that Bart follow | 580. Bring BART into town or 
Bey Sugggoetion ei be ts metered Bait; through our neiborhoods is a bad idea. It would be very ugly and noisy not to mention 
; , disruptive to the tranquility of the neighborhoods. Using | 560 will not create anymore of 
1- Extend Bart along 580 to Isabel/580 Station to Las Positas Colle earre eis 
O elk Gabbe emeeroaa an eyesore than it already is and would position it well for what is really needed which is 
3 - Straight to Greenville East Station. an extension to Tracy. 
By doing this, we have served two important location, college, downtown Livermore. Please do not undo the work already done to make Livermore a great community, 


Keep Bart on | 580 
{sable/Standley Station doesn't make sense. Rest of areas can be served via bus. 


Thanks 


Max 
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0 To infog?hamotivermarc ong 
UZ V1 72009 05-57 PM ce 


bee 
Subject Inquiry trom the BART to Livermore Subnet Commonts Page 


Below in the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Tuesaday, wovember 17, 2009 ot 18:87:59 


First Name: Bob 
Last Name: MoCoy 
Email: mccoytmocoyweb.org 


Message: Running BART along 1-580 would futher impact the view from the 
fnterstate and move Livermore cloner to tho wide highwaye in LA. The sound 
walls have already taken away the views and continues to seperate north 
Livermore. The proposed yard near greenville would bw next to lesge housing 
developments avd would become an eyesore, even from 1-580 this would bo 
visible due to the altamont, Thin could lower tual eatate values tear the 
yard and futher effect the tax base. 


The inabel/atanley station would have the least impact on Livermore while 
providing Livermore with access to BART and ACE. There in more land there 
with no minimal oxieiting housing which would lower the impact and not effent 
housing prices. 


Subsit: Submit 


REMOTE ADOR: 71,202.79, 106 

wPTr_USER AGENT: Morilla/4.0 (compatible; HSIK ¥.0; Windows NT 6.0) WoWod; 
Tridgnt/4.0; SLCC; . MET CLR 2.0.50727; Media Conrer PO 5.0; «NET CLA 
9.0.30618; .NET CLA 3,5.30729; InfoPath.2; .NET CLR 3,2.4322) 


0 To intogPhadtiotvanmore.org 
11/22/2008 10:35 AM co 
boc 


‘Subject inquiry from the BART to Livermorn Suberet Comments Page 


elow is the resule of your feedback form, Tr waa submitted by 
() on Sunday, Muovenbex 22, 2009 at 11:35:43 


First Nene: Kent 

Lact _Nane: MePonnel) 

fmail: predonnel b@comeant .net 

Message: I do not want BART extended into Livermore. 

Sr were the tax dollars should be spent on Improving road ways and fighting 
fubait: Svubaie 


REMOTE_ADDR: 76,126,225.123 


NTTP_UBER AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Windows; U: Windows WT 5.1; en-US; rvrl.9.1,5) 
Geckd/20051102 Firefox/3.5.5 (.WET CLR 4,4, 10729) 
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Thomas McGeechan To intogpoamotivemore.org 
<imogeogppacbell. not 
12142009 06:53 PM 


‘Subyect Livermore extension 


This project should not even be considered. The East Contra Costa 
(Antioch) oxtunuion should be the only one being worked on this tinn 
for immediate construction. You have ignared this section far to 
long, Thore are 4 dot of te whe have been paying for Dart since 
day one with the promise chat it would be a priority for a station, 
liow many years does it take to get Antioch an extension?? By far, the 
need is nore than Livermore or any othus lvcation. Just look at the 
traffic tie ups and accidents daily. 


Where has the board been, 1 cannot see any viable excuse for not 
pushing the Rast Contra Costa Antioch ahead of any other projects. 


Tom NeGeechan 
Formus Antioch Resadent 


0 To iefogitbertiollvermore org 
1218772009 03:41 PM “w 
bee 


Subject Inquiry from Ihe BART Io Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below ts the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
{) on Priday, Vecember 10, 2009 ot 16:41:32 


First Mane: Macy 
Last Name: Melnerney 
Email: damnmacBcomcast ,net 


Message: I sincerely hope that that the BART stations coming to Livermore are 
located on 580 at Isabel and Greenville. Bringing HART [and all things that 
go along with it) inte downtown Livermore would destroy the small-town appeal 
we have going. Livermore is already too crowded; we don’t need high-density 
housing and more txxfiies in town. I understand that downtown business owners 
feel differently, but they need to understand that the downtown station 
requires the sacrifice of financial and emotional security and well-being for 
many Livermore residents and some orhor business owners. Losing Ue fume you 
rained your children in or the buainess you have put your blood, sweat, and 
teara into is too high # price to pay for #o called progress. 

The stated goaln oan be sot with tho freeway stations and shuttles to Ace, 
downtown and other populer areas, ‘This gives us, the residents of Livernore, 
the beot of both worlds. 


Sutealt: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR; 128.115.227.144 

WIl'P_USER_AGENT: Mogilla/4,0 (compatibles MSIE 7.0; Windows NT 5,1: .WET CLR 
1,1.4322; .MET CLR 2.0,.90727; .MET CLE 3.0.04506.20; .NEY CLA 3.0, 04508, 648s 
/RET CLR 2,5.21022; InfoPath.2; .WET CLA 3.0.4506.2152; .MET CLR 3,.5.30729) 
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CC "Mike & Tertl McKeon” <ménest2005@abegicbal net> 
boo 
Subject Bart in Livermore 


“Mike MoKen" T 
) Ke —_ @ <iningihastindivenmorn org> 


To whom it may concern 


Although | do not speak out very often, the BART expansion into Livermore has the potential of personally 
affecting me, my family and my neighbors. 

We live one block south of Patterson Pass Rd. (Rachelle St. off Shelly) and thes am very much opposed 
to the new DART tracks following the existing ril-road tracks 

We accept the current railroad traffic, including the ACE train, but the continuously running BART trains 
with their notge, plus the foot - and velicle tratho increase wilh a slabon al Vasco Rd. would 0¢ & 

huge detriment to our living conditions in these surrounding neighborhoods. 


We would strongly support the BAKT expansion following next 10 the commute corridor (1-580), and 
welcome the conveniance and commerce that BART will bring to our community. 
Please senously consider the impact that the Patterson Pass route will have on these quiet communtios 


Thank you, 


Mike McKee 
Implementation Manager 
Diversified Systems Home Address: 


3275 Edward Ave, $86 Rachelle St, 
Santa Clara, CA 95054 Livermore, CA 24550 
408,969, 1972 x37 

Cell: 925, 734.3186 


waew divsystems com 


Tivs ormad, including any atachynants or previous messages, may contain material thal iz confident ar proprietary ta DST 
Vitwo Syctoms, LLC DBA Diversified Systeme and #s associates, (1 1s meant solely ky use by the interatod meipinnl Any 
fuview, relance of distibution of such material by others, or forwarding of such materia! wthoot express pavméssion, is strictly 
prolshded. if you are nof the inlended recipient, plnace nokty the sender immediately and destroy a copies. 


Corin McRea To infoddbernotvermere.cea 
<corlamcreetiyahoo,com> 


O1/192010 08-37 PM 


My husband and | are Pleasanton hoencowners, We are not iis fiver of the BART expeesion the way it ts being 
proposed ns it would be too nich of an impact on Measamon Th would increase noise levels to very sensitive 
communities. It is not right that Pleasanton would have to pay the price for Livermore's comvenienee and income 
produxtion, 


Picase stick with the original plas! Picase extend the BART service to Livermore along the 1-580 mendian. This 
is loss costly and provides casy access Into Livermore, ‘This plan seoms to provide the best approach for everyone 
involved 


Thank you for your positive comiideration, 


Carla MeRee 
1507 Trimingham Drive 


Pleasanton, CA 94566 


925-461-2901 
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“Janikce* To <intowpbarotivermore.ora> 
V2IZW2009 01:57 PM 
Svbyoct, Comments on BART to Livermore 


In our opinion, BART should maintain it's route along the 1-580 freeway; it is the 
least expensive and the most accessible to more people. 


We do not want it to cross through the development on Staples Ranch. 


If there ure (wo stations, we think the Isabel/1-580 Station and the Vasco Road 
Stations would be the preferred stations. If there is only one option, we think the 
Vasco Road Station would be the preferred option. 


Thank you, 
Janice & Gerald Meamber 
Pleasanton, CA, 


To indogphartiofivermoen.org 
oe 
bec 


Subject inquiry from the BART to Livermore Contact Page 


Below ia the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on riday, November 20, 2009 at 32:32:53 


Firat _Wame; Paul 

Laat_Mame: Medina 

Email: Pmedina?4@A0L.com 

Message: I*ve lived in Livernore since 1994 and have enjoyed the city ae it 
han grown.! live next to Che raiiroad tracks close to Vasco rd. I don't have a 
problem with the train noise, bat if T have to deal with the Bart trains every 
20 mins. unfortunately T would have to move. Kewp Lt # lined with the freewny. 
vorifytoxt: 0426 

Subait: Subenlt 


REMOTE_ADDR: 207.200.116.135 

BTTP_URER AGENT: Moszillea/4.0 (compatible; MOTE 7.07 ANT 4.17 AOLAuild 
4334.5006; Windows WT 5.17 Trident/4.0; GTB6; 

SIMBAR~( DEL ZE4A7“8265-40CE-HCA-45/ 1BALGI20); .WET CLM 1.1.4322; -NET CLR 
2.0,.50727; .NET CLA 32.0.4506,2152; .WET CLR 3,5.307259; customiet) 
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“Molo, Gary” To <edodpbarthobvermore. cen 


«Gary Mello@eecom.com> = 
O1/2122010 04:41 PM 
tec 
Subject BART to Livermore Extension Dratt Program EIR dated 
Noveriber 2009 
Me, Malcolm Quint, 


Ordinarily | would be sending this e-mail from home, but with a Spm deadline I'm sending 
this from my office, These comments have nothing to do with my employer AE! but rather 
are strictly my own personal opinions as: a former Fremont City Councilmember; former 
Alameda County Transportation Committee member (now ACTIA), life-long resident (59 years) 
and toxpayer of Alameda County; and a Pleasanton resident for the last 13 years. 
tam completely opposed to Alternatives ta, 1b, 2u, Su and 5. 
| would be strongly in favor of any alternative that terminates @ Greenville Rood/|-580, wivich 
would Significantly reduce the negative impacts on the citizens of Livermore and Alameda 
County due to unnecessary traffic congestion on local roads and on 1-580, especially at Vasco 
Road/1-580, if the and of the Line station is anywhere else. 
| would also very strongly discourage any end of the Line station in the mixidle of the City of 
Livermore. This is based on my own personal negative experiences for the last 38+ years with 
an end of the Line station in downtown Fremont, especially major negative traffic congestion and 
SO KB MA CORE Se RS SORES SON AE as soon as possible, at 
Road 


if you are mited to building a one station extension, bulld It at Greenville (| actually believe that 
your ridership projects for this end of the Line station as low, under any scenario). 

if you are limhed to a two station extension, build one plus Greenville. 

If you eventually want to bulld three stations on this extension, bulld Greenville now, build 
another and set up a third location for a future station (like what was done at W. 
Dublin/Pieasanton), bypass one location now but put in the necessury infrastructure to easily 
add it back in later. 

Lastly, as a former Councilmember, who had a great deal to do with the successful passage of 
"Measure B" in 1986, which crested ACTA, now ACTIA, which included $170M in funding for the 
BART DublinwPieasanton (Hacienda) Extension, | believe that | have earned the right to have a 
strong opinion about how this final Tn-Valley extension is done, 

Thank you for your consideration, 


Respectfully, 
Gary J. Molio, P.E., R.C.E. 


Former Fremont City Counciimember 
Former Ala. Co, Trans. Commitioe Membor (now ACTIA) 


0 To infefthartiotvermare.org 


‘ =i 1222000 08:23 FAA ce 
Heat her 


Subject tnquiry from the BART to Livormora Coetact Page 


Below iw the result of your feedback form. It was submitted hy 
() on Wednesday, Devenber 3, 2009 at 22123357 


Firet_Hame: Paul 
Last_Name: Mercurio 
tail: paulandetcytcomeast net 


Message: Your meeting 12/1/09 displayed how progressive Livermore residents 
are. f believe a station tn downtown Will be excellent for Livermore and 
BART’s future. People will cone and help Livermore thrive. I believe 
accensing downtown with the Portela alignment would be the beet, Although the 
station cost is high an underground station would saintain Livermore's snall 
town feet. 


The other station should be at Greenville Rd, It provides the quickest and 
est Visible location for Central valley residents. Orivers will use BART nore 
if it's located at Greenville ve. Varco. BARAT owns the land for 4 large yara 
which I think is a benefit to Livermore also, ART waintenance jobs pay well 
above the market and would be good for Livermore. 


1 do feel RART munt connect to the ACE train. I realize ACK may not want both 
Vanco ated Greenville stations, but ultimately UART and ACE need to be 
together, f'd rather have ACE at Greenville than Vascu if we could only have 
ont. 


fo my recommendation is @ combination of Portola and Greenville, lease 
consider this hybrid alternative. Thank you for your service. 


véerifytext: TOG2 
Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 176.126.227.105 
HTTP GRER AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; M3IK 1.0: Windows NT 5.1; NET CLR 
1.1.9322;".NEY CLM 2.0.50727; .NET CLR 3.0,4506,2152; .WET CLR 4.5.30725) 
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0 TO inlngthartiniivermor.ag 
1217/2000 05:53 PM oo 


ben 
Subject inquiry from the BART 10 Livermore Submit Coenmonts Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Thurnday, Quoember 17, 2009 at 18:53:55 


First_Mame: James 
Last_Wome: Messina 
mail: kiddo 6179@comcast..ner 


Message: Please don't culn downtown Livermore by bring bart through the 
downtown aroa and by bringing crime to our town, 


Submit: Salmi t 


REMOTE ADO: 98.207. 94.207 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Morille/4.0 (compatible; MSTE 8.0; Windows NT 6.0; WONG; 
Trident /4.0, GTAG.3; SLCCi:s .NET CLA 2.0.50727; Media Center PC 5.0; .NET CLE 
3.5.30729; MET CLA 3.0.30729; yie®) 


“oO TO intogitartiolvernan.ow 
“TD 1art7000 0647 Pea ce 
hee 


Subject tnquiry trom the BART 10 Livermore Subent Comments Page 


Below ia the result of your feedback form, It was submitted by 


Firet_Wame: Sonya 

Last _Name: Messing 

Bmail: Kiddo 6179@comcast.net 

Message: Please DON*T being bert to the downtown area of Livermore like 
Railroad, It would ba a waste of money and bring crime to Livermore just like 


it does in Dublin, [t will de-value the homes in the area, bring car nlitting 
nolee to the quiut neighbortvods. Along with urban blight. 


Pleane don't 


Subreit: Subelt 


REMOTE ADOR: 96.207.3¢.207 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4,0 (compatible; M9IR 0.0; Windows NT 6,0; WONG4, 
Trident /4.0; GTAG.3; SLOCL; «NET CLR 2.0.50723; Media Center PC 5.0; .NET CLR 
4¥.d,30729; .NET CLR J.0,30729; yiet) 
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| think it would be better for BART to extend along 580 to Greenville. | would like to see 
BART available to Livermore and Central Valley commuters. It would also be 
convenient for residents traveling to SFO, OAK, or San Francisco for business, a& wall 
as pleasure. However, | am concerned about the impact BART would have on 
Livermore residents and our downtown, if BART were to run through the city, I'm 
concemed about the noise, increased risk of pedestrians being hit, and potential 
increase in crime BART could bring to Livermore, | feel it would be less of an impact if 
BART ran along 500. Thanks for allowing me the chance to express my opinion. 


Sincerely, 
Jennifer Michaels 


As a lang time resident of Livermore, | want the Bart to underground from Portola exit to 
the ACE station in downtown Livermore and then to the Vasco ACE station. This would 
provide the best opportunity for TOD at the Vasco site, and the best way to use existing 
stations. 


Funding for TOD at the Greenville site would result in breaking our UGB because there 
is little land there inside the UGB for TOD. Our community wants to maintain its UGD 
intact, 


Miriam Miller 

2862 Waverly Way 
Livermore, CA 94551 
don,miller9@comcast.net 
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Te infogiontinlivermore.og 
cc 


bee 
Subject inquiry froen the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below ia the rewelt of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
{} on Monday, Oecember 24, 2009 at 19189148 


Firet_Nene: Joanne 
Last_Nane: Minahan 
Email: jJooyminanan@notmal].com 


Message: I support the freewsy route as | believe it will be more cont 
effective and be lean obtrusive to people and businesses in the downtown area 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 76.103.97.141 

HTTP_USER_AUENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 7.0; Windows NT 5,1; 
Trident/4.0; GTR6.3; . WET CLA 1.2.4322; .MET CLR 2.0.50727; MON 6.1: MSNDMSET) 
MiNeonwus; MSNCOss MINCOD) 


AvexBarb To infodpoatativernare.org 
<bimitchell@corcaat net» 

co 
TIN SOO G02 PM Bas 


Subject Commonts an the proposed siles for # BART atop i 
Livermore 


Dear MART, 


We firmly believe the best place for a BART atop in the Greenville 
Road location. If that Ja not chosen, all the traffic coming over the 
Altamont Pasa will be routed inte the city, where parking will be o 
real problem, We need 4 HUGE parking garage, with many spaces 
reserved for after 10 am travellers. Those of us who live in 
Livecnore can drive to the Greenville aite or take a bun, If a BWART 
station isn't used much after commute houra, it ia only because not 
enough parking places are left, 


We realize that the current “politically correct” thinking Is to 
locate the station in the middle of @ residential neighborhood, but 
this is douncight stupid. The space required to build a parking 
garage is at Greenville. We can rearca our lecal bus schedules to 
serve the BART location. The vast majority of riders will be coming 
from east of Livermore. Getting them off tha freeway and into BART 
should be a priority. 


Thank you. 
Harbara and Alex Mitchell 


$577 Bridgeport Circle 
Livermore, CA 94551 
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0 To infofptiartiotivernam.org 
01132010 01/15 Pat te 


bee 
Subject inquiry from the BART to Livermore Subest Comments Page 


Below ls the result of your feedback form. it was submitted by 
0) om Weriondsy, January 13, 2010 at 345134542 


Firat_Name; Elizabeth 
Last Wome: Mitchell 
Bmail: ¢ mitchdulyahos.com 


Message; My tanily hes been 4 Livermore renident since carly 40's, being the 
neoand generation in Livermere. I have seen many changes and qrowrh within the 
town. 

Bart coming to Livermore is wonderful and great for the freeways and thase who 
commute. However, bringing Mart inta downtown Livermore is a qood idea, but 
few] it tm very unnucussary afd it should be kept on the freeway, 

*Cost to bring into town would be ourrageoun! 

*There are currently busses Uhat run which can take people from the freewoy to 
town, for some it could even mean a nice walk. 

“Although Bart would bring people to shop and see shows, it will also qive 
crime an easier access to homes and town 

*Bart right next to a achool can not be good for students. Downtown Bart 
would allow easy access for children to leave, and/or rasy acronn for olhers, 
to got to a achool for all the wrong reasons. 

*If bart into town is such @ great idea, how come Ileasanton, Balnut Creek, 
and ether tewns do not have it in their downtown? 


Please KPRP BART ON THE FPREEMAY!! 


REMOTE ADOR: 207.212.245.59 
UTTP_USER_AGENT: Morilla/4.0 (compatibio; METRE €.07 Windows HT 4,12 SVE) 


To tloghhewmedivermeno cep 


cc 
bec 


Subject inquiry trom te BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below in the cesult, of your feedback form, It was submitted by 
{) on Fridsy, January 18, 2010 at 33213:12 


Firet fame; john 
Last_Name: mitchell 
Gmail: jrmrelic#@gmail.com 


Message: Im a concern person bart coming into town theres no reason to clog 
eur streets with more traffic and noise and possible crime into Livermore keep 
it out on the freeway sane as pleasanton and dublin, thanks keep liversore 
nloan 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADOR: 71,.135.54.174 


UTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Macintosh: Us Intel Mac G5 X 10.5; ant; 
ev:t.9.3.7) Gecko /20091221 Firefox/3.5.7 
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Ken Mitchell To i Holtven 
re zi rifenptuar ere OTD 
1/01/2010 02:19 AM te 


Subject My Commorns 


My comments about bringing BART to Livermore: 


1, The train-route should stay on the freeway, It's the least expensive route since the nnd is 
government owned already and it doesn't wipe out downtown property to make large parking lots 
and a station. We just can't spend the multimillions (or billions) for undergrouncing the system. 
BTW, don't depend on federal money for this project. ‘The government is frickin’ BROKE. 


2. The only stations that make sense are the Isabel/1-580 and Greenville stations. The latter 
should have priority since this station would more likely be used by primarily Central Valley 
commuters so thus give some rellef to western freeway traffic, There also is lower cost space lor 
parking in these locations that just isn't available in the downtown area. As you well know, 
parking is one of the biggest drawbacks to taking BART right now unless you get there really 
carly to find a space, 


3. I bolieve that only the Freeway route will be built within my lifetime. | really would like to 
experience it since I've paid into this systent since its inception. 


Thank you, 
Ken Mitchell 
Livermore 


Joanne Moody To infagihartinivermore.og 
<jumoody@genail.com> ‘~ 
V2/282009 07,10 PM bee 
Subject Gait to Livermore Extension 
T have been uaitg BART since I moved to Livermore in 1981, I am looking 


forward co che overdun completion of the Livermore extensiun. I haghly 
rocumend that the BART station be located on S00. There are several 
potential locations along 540 - all are gnod ones, Thies in the avat 
ovust-effective way to bulld the station and best serves the riders. 


Sincerely, 

Joanne Moody 

55> Cinnabar Urive 
Livermore, CA 94550 
925-557-9860 
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To Whom It May Concer: 

We have studied the various proposals for BART to Livermore routes/stations, and we believe 
that the single station option at Isebel/I-S80 (Alternative 4) is not only the least expensive but 
also the most likely to be completed the earliest, 


Furthermore, there are buses that go to Las Positas and can tnke riders anywhere within 
Livermore, 


Thank you for the opportunity to share our views. 


Claire and Bill Moran 
Livermore Residents 


Masmeoritpadi.com To infogptartiolvenmen.ony 
11/22/2000 03:57 PM ec 
bee 


Subject BART to Livermore Extension Progam 


Hello 

| aM NOt able to atlend the Dec.2 meating, but Id like 10 vote for the route, which goes through: 

E} Charro Rd--Railroad Ave~-Downtown--Ex-Southem Pacific Railroad, considering using the Railroads ts 
more economical, 


$382 Eaglebrook Terrace 
Dublin, CA 94560 
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To infofbemobvermore org 
ee 
bec 


Subject thoughts on expansion 


Jonathan Moss 
<bubbamoss#pyahoo.com> 
11182009 08.47 PM 


First, | fully understand | am not a resident of Livermore bul a resident of Pleasanton. 
That sard, | think that one of the most useful things for Livermore would be to have a 
downtown station. It is too bad hol Pleasanton docs nol have one. A downtown Livermore 
station would help increase visilation from outside the aree (especially wine tasting), 
provide a means of transit for Pleasanton residents from Plewsanton to Livermore. and 
would alsa provide n transit corridor from livermore to Stoneridge Mall. 


As for the others. there are pros and cons for them, [sabel ond Stanley would be nice 
because it does not affect neighborhoods as dircelly ay Ure Portola route, On the other 
hand, the 580 corridor is more readily accessed from bolh sides of Uhe freeway without 
such need to drive side roads like Isabel. A Vasco Rd. stop would be nice for Lawrence 
Livermore Labs and Sandia and it would encourage more commerce to mave into the 
business parks in Ue area. And Uhen | would definitely keep the Greenville station as the 
main transit hub for central valley commuters, The abilily to gel off Uhe freeway before 
Livermore means thal there is less need to merge with Livermore traffic and Vasco traffic, 
which would likely reduce congestion during the commute hours. 


There you have my $ cents worth (inflation). Thonks for reading through my thoughts 
Jonathan Moss 
Pleasanton, CA 


To infogpbarttoWvermere.org 
ce 


bec 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form, It wan submitted by 
{) on Wetinesday, January 20, 4010 at 945:02-44 


First _Nane: Nancy 

last Name: Mulligan 

Seail: o.mulliqanfecamcast .net 

Message: If it'a possible to have 2 stations in Livermore, I support one 
station al Greenville Rd. end the downtown station, Tf we need to choone junt 
one for the time being, I support the Greenville freeway station. We neod to 
gel some of those care off the freeway, Only building one downtown would be a 
serious mistake and cont way too much 

1 vote for the freeway at Greenville. 

Subeit: Submit 


REMOTE AUD: 24.130.7.27 
HTTP UBER AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Macintosh; U; Intel Mac OS X 10.53 en-U8: 
evil. 9.4.7) Gecko/20091221 Pirefox/3.5.7 
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January 17, 2010 


Jamuumry 17, 2010 

Me. Malcolm 5 ey Rapid? — Mr. Malcolm Quint 
Sun Franeineu Bay Arca Rapid Transit District Sun Francisco Area a Lest 
300 Lakeside Drive, 16" Floor ‘ito ee or a tansil Desinet 
Oukland, CA 94612 Oukland, CA 94612 
Dear Mr, Quint; Dear Mr. Quint; 

i bel unel at Ci ille, This roure , 
beg sachin penn asveiploryenv broalersreehg _— Coad uoaasalle times, tis bet gn building HART on 1580 with a station a ksabel and al Cireenville. ‘This roste 
the route that is the most likely to be funded in our lifetimes, Will be the least expensive and carry the most riders. In these tough economic times, it is 


the route thet is the most likely to be funded in pur lifetiones 
Ths alignment gives us reliof for the 1580 commute and is the most convenient for all to This alignunent gives us relief for the 1880 commute and is the most convenient for all to 
. Uso. 


fas vo% 


Thank you for your coraderation of our request, Thank you for your consideration of our request 
' 


aris ord 


Tysso 


Coe: Board OF Directors, BART Co: Board Of Directors, KART 
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January 17, 2010 


Mr. Malcolm Quint 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeside Drive, 16” Floor 

Oakland, CA 94612 


Dear Mr. Quint; 


We support building BART on [580 with a station at Isabel and at Greenville. This route 
will be the least expensive and carry the most riders. In these tough economic times, it is 
the route that is the most likely to be funded in our lifetimes. 


This alignment gives us relief for the 1580 commute and is the most convenient for all to 
use. 


Thank you for your consideration of our request. Chere wood 


firwee Se bn. hk. 436 a CharerirasD pny (PCS FEF 


as , Arad aise Sutter Fete 
> erat Mi liienaro—~ O77 USGOFIELD lsh. H4Shlo 


SELLA | I Lt yh Ag V4 hig 


4 nde, Ma - F456 
ILL Chak 


Ce: Board Of Directors, BART 


January 17, 2010 


Mr, Malcolm Quint 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeside Drive, 16" Floor 

Oakland, CA 94612 


Dear Mr. Quint; 

We support building BART on 1580 with a station at Isabel and at Greenville. This route 
will be the least expensive and carry the most riders, In these tough economic times, it is 
the route that ix the most likely to be funded In our lifetimes. 


This alignment gives us relief for the 1580 commute and is the most convenient for all to 


Thank you for your consideration of oar request 


_— 


ig om ne, 
AL. Van Dreser 

oCastledewn Rd. 
Pleasanton cA GAs €e 


Ce; Hoard Of Directors, BART 
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January 17, 2010 


Mr, Malcolm Quint 
San Francisco Bay Arca Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeside Drive, 16° Floor 

Oakland, CA 94612 


Dear Mr, Quint; 

We support building BART on 1580 with a station at Isabel and at Greenville, This route 
will be the least expensive and carry the most riders. In these tough economic times, it is 
the route that is the most likely to be funded in our lifetimes. 


‘This alignment gives us relief for the [580 commute and is the most convenient for all to 
use. 


Thank you for your consideration of our request. 
f 


To infegihartotvermen oy 
ce 
bee 


Subject inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below in the result of your feedback form. It was submitted hy 
() on Priday, November 20, 2009 at 10:26:30 


Firet_Name: Tony 
Last Wane; Warduset 
Besil: tonynarduzzivcomcast.net 


Message: To whom it may concern, 
T've reviewed the proposed routes for bringing BART service to Livermore, and 
ae « 30 your resident of Livermore, I'd like to voles my opinion and concerns. 


First off, I think its great that BART will come to Livermore. My biggest 
concern is whore the funding to do thie projuct will come from. California ta 
running # huge defecit, and while this project would ereate jobs in the short 
term and provide a long-term benefit to our Lown, I fear that @ project like 
thin will require tax incresses somewhere, 


An for the propesed routes. I think the best proposed route is Alternative 1. 
This provides two stops in town and keeps the BART train out of town and 
largely away Crom sumiduntial aceas, similer to how the Dublin/Pleanantan 
stations are situated, I believe that bringing the trains into town will 
cause a lot of congestion, noise, aod will negatively impect our small town's 
character. tieving the [sabel/1T540 station will limit the excess traffic to an 
area very near the freeway, making it # much more convenient location for 
commuters driving in fron pointe east, and limiting the impact on city atreets 
from the Increased traffic they'll certainly see, 


Ny second choice is Alternative 2, an it appearé it would possibly link BART 
wath the ACE train, while still largely keeping the train away from Conn and 
providing stations near the freeway versus in town. 1 believe the negatives 
{ar outweigh the positives in bringing DAKT to downtown Livermore. For thw 
reasons t've stated above, please keep the stations near the freeway to 
minimize the impact this will have on downtown Livermore and reuldential 
arean 


Thank you, 
Teny Narduzet 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 24.130,7.142 
HTTP USER AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 6.0; Windows NT 5.1; Vl; «NET 
CLA 1,1.4322) 
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0 To intogihantolivermare ong 
11/20/2009 05:14 AM « 
bee 


Subject inquiry from the BART to Livermeee Submit Comments Page 


2) 


sii \itipai(l 


Relow is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
{} on Feiday, November 20, 200% ot 07:14:47 


Firat_Name: Lorna 
Last Name: Naugle 
Email: naugles2?5#comeaat .net 


Messager I have Lived on the Peninsula, Fremont and now in Tracy in the course 
of my Lifetine, T reeall older citizens yaoting in the bay area before bart war 
built. Santa Clara County did not want their texes increased and voted the 
nyatem down, This was a4 mised opportunity that affects generations of 
coamuters. 


We now have another opportunity to “get it right". 


ACE and RART nerd to connect at Greenville. We heve muliple transit systems 
and there is such o disconnect. Ke need to atop into the twentieth Century 
{Yea, not twontyfirnt ocenturyjand get it right, meking it an equitable system 
for all, 


Lorna Maugle 


Submits Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 67.181.50,244 
HTTP USEN AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 7.0; Windows NT 6.0; GTI; 
steel; WET CLA 2.0,907Z7: .WET Clit 3.9.30729; . WHT CLR 3.0.30618) 


To intaig@bartiotivannore.org 
ec 


boc 
Subject faquiry tren the BART to Livarmore Subena Commonts Pago 


Relow ia the result of your feedback form. Tt was submitted by 
() on Friday, Sovenbur 41, 2009 al 15:03:34 


First Name: Melba 
Last wane: Robriqe 
mail: noprigad04léare net 


Message: t have lived in Livermore since 1969. Just want te express my 
comments regarding Bart service to Livermore, 1 believe that Rart should be 
at 5SU0 with a station at Greenville. A shuttle could run between the station 
and downtown Livexmuse. How does Bert expect to attract commntern to ride if 
they had to drive downtown - would make more sense to have the established 
parking lot at Greenville. Phenty of spece/lend there 

Thank you. 


Subsit: Submit 


REMOTE _AUDK: 99, 73,101,164 
HTTC_USER AGENT: Morilla/4.0 [compatibles MSIE #.0; Mindows NT 51s 
Trident /4,0) 
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January 7, 2010 


BART Planning Department Attn: Mr. Malcolm Quint 


300 Lakeshore Drive 

Oakland, CA 94612 

Ref: BART Extension to Livermore 

Dear Mr, Quint, 

| would like to express my opinion as to the route this proposed extension might take. 


tam enthusiastic for the project to begin, but only if the route would follow 1-580 into 
Livermore. My reasons are as follows: 


1, Much lower cost than running through the Staples Range area into Livermore. 


2. Construction could begin quicker than going through Staples Ranch with the Increased 
studies, ete. that would be required an those routes. 


3. An aerial structure is very unsightly. 
4, Less nolse objections running along 1-580 than the other routes. 


Thank you for your consideration of my views. 


Ad Wren I 


Hal Nygaard 

1513 Trimingham Dr. 
Pleasanton, CA 94566 
(92S) 461-9057 
Jehn1513@aol.com 


BART to Livermore Extension Program 
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Comments 


Please compiate thia form with your comments and/or questions concerning Ihe Orefl PEIR of the BART to 
Livermore Extension. (Name and contact information optional.) 


Name (please print): Hastovr AL f@AAAS> Organization Business; 
Address: (S73 TRimiseHam DA, City PLEASANT GH State CA zip LLL 


Phone: SS 


COMMENTS / QUESTIONS: 
un THE TAMING owal Rovre SPO 
#/ Gates /iue—EAST 


ba = RANT 16 Livermere Prevrem 
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OVEB2010 10:47 AM 
Subject The BART to Livermore Extereiory 


Comments for consideration by BART Planning Department: 


tt io my belief that the interests of a significant majority of concerned 
peroons will be beat susved by keeping the proposed BART extension our along 
1-580. This conclusion is based on the following consideratians: 


From my own experience, Lt appoara that the rush hows teallic on 1-500 
contains ey a relatively small proportion of vehicles from Livermore. On 
weekday mornings, the westbound [reeway in already [ull ae trattic approaches 
Livexmore from the east. In the evening, moot of the eastbound traffic 
proceeds on beyond Livermore. Extending BART an far cast a6 possible should 
alleviate some part of the current traffic congestion on T-S80 by providing an 
alternate moana of travel for those commuting from points wast of Livermore, 
We slwuld locate DART service where the traffic is - our by the freeway. 


Wiwsever a BAKT station is pleced, parking will be @ major concern. Tt can be 
anticipated that only a small percentage of users will be willing or able to 
walk Lo @ slation in Livermore, no matter where it i3 placed. Consequently, 
parking apace will be required for mont riders, Parking already loops as 4 
probler in Livermore. Bringing HART in will only make it worse, A freaway 
location seems better suited to the provision of adequate parking. 


The two preceding paraqraphs offer powerful arqumentn against any plan that 
has BART terminating in the city, @elther downtown or at the Isabel-Stanley 
intersection. Whatever hoppens with regard to o station In Livermore, 4 major 
potential benefit will be forfeited if the extension does not extend enst of 
Livermore. 


The noise issue should not be disregarded, with current acheduleu featuring 
trains in each direction every 15 or 20 minutes, there will be a train throvat 
any intermediate point every ? 1/2 or 10 minutes. Do we want this disruption 
tn the downtown and renidential areas? 


An evident beneflclary of BART in downtuwi Livermore would be the Performing 
Arts Center, Patrons using ART could come ant go by rail with no need for 
local parking space. Much of this usage, however, will be during evening hours 
when traffic issues are of less concern, A downtown station would undoubtedly 
be « convenlence to some, but how much weight do we give such intereata in 
lecating the BART Line? 


The above coments offered by Mobert J. Olness, 4345 Guilford Ave,, Livermore, 
CA 94550 


feat!) fantnean Tools 

Click here for to find products thet will help grow your small business, 
heep://thirdpartyef fern. Juno. com/TGL21 31 /atap~ Pm? DHLOBSqdakNFanVIWRAAATZ IZ) NL 
SqeyPRtwR ML LAcANAAY AAAI ARIA LINAAAAAAAAARAAAAAAAAARNQAAAAL 


"Dave Ostermen” To <intoxpoortiolwermore.org> 
“dave, ostormangdgmail.com a 

> 

OV 18/2010 09.07 PIA boo 


Sudject HART extension to Livermore 


I strongly support BART to Livermore, but equally strongly oppose cutting through Staples 
Ranch and Chain of Lakes in Picasanton, | believe that BART should go down the freeway 
terminating at Greenville Enst with a single stution at Greenville, Ata later date infill stations 
can be added at locations to be determined, 


Dave Osterman 
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*Lise Osterman” To <infodPoartiotivermore.ora* 
“bad. Obtermansvcomesst net 
> 


01/18/2010 06:26 PM bee 
Subject. One More Attermative 


Recommendation: One Station Only at Greenville East 


Key Benefits 

* Most direct approach down 1-580 

* Furthest extension East, which is the main goal 

* Including Isabel atation seems excesaive since the distance from 
Dublin/Pleasanton Station to Greenville is only 11.5 miles 

* Can add another station to connect to Fremont/San Jose or 
Brentwook/Antioch/Piltsbuigh wherever appropriate in the future 
* Freewsy routing reckices neighborhood and noise impacts 

* Connects to ACE 

* Rest utilizes yard and station sites purchased by BART in 19408 


Lisa Osterman 


“chile ostlurd” To <intngbbertnotivermore.ceg> 
schrie@bostlunds com> e 
TWIR2009 06,00 PM bee 


Subject Extension commonts 


T believe that only two station options be considered for the following reasons: 

1. The idea that we could build one station now and add on later 1s ludicrous, it will never 
happen. A Livermore extension, by the original plan should have been built 35 years ago. At 
the public hearing today we heard from our director that he hopes an extension could be 
done in 10 ~ 15 yeors but he doesn't rule out 25 years. That would mean Livermore will, at o 
mininwim, have woited 45 years for their promised station possibly 60 yeors. Tf a second 
station isn't in this plon it will not happen, at leost in the life spon of those who or whose 
porents voted for BART 


2. T think it is importont to take the extension all the way to Greenville to reduce congestion 
on 480 from commuters coming from over the Altamont. 


Chris Ostlund 

556 Meadowlark St 
Livermore, CA 94551 
Cost lundi@yahoo com 
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To infogbberttolivermoe. cet 


Subject Inquiry trom the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form, It waa aubmitted by 
1) Of Tuesday, January 19, 2030 ar 35:49:58 


First_Name: Billie 
Last_Namw: Olas 
Euail: biobrat@sbeglobal.net 


Message: Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Boy Area hapid 
Transit (RART) Olatriet’s propesed alignments for extending BART through 
Livermore to Greenville Rd. While I have long been in support of this 
particular extension, 1 am concerned that mont of the proposed routes do not 
follow the I-580 median, a corridor that, according to the Alameda County 
Congestion Management Aqency (ACCHA), han been the Ray area’s second most 
congested route since 2003, 


Accurding to the Initial Study/Environmontal Assessment for the 1590 Keathound 
HOY lane, the Metropolitan Transportation Commianton (MTC) projects that the 
mmber of commuters to and from the Bay Area will “nearly double over the next 
20 yeare™. In addition, “the largest increases in the number of commuters . . 
+ will be from San Joaquin, Stanialaue, and Merced counties traveling along 
1-580" from the Central Valley, Even the Snvironmental Impact Report (EIR) 
associated with the Livermore extanuiun project states thal thie extension is 
expected to “alleviate congestion on 1-580, especially during the heavy 
commute hours between the Central Valley and the San Francisco Bay Area acroas 
the Altamont Pass“. It seens obvious that the quickest and mont effective 
BART alignment to get Central Valley commuters through the Tri-Valley ba 
atxraight down the 1-580 median. In fect, according to the RIR projections for 
this extension, the shortest and cheapest route would also attrac! 

t the most riders - 31,700 new daily BART riders by the year 2035. 


With the purpose and gosl for wock on the [-500 corridor through the 
Tri-Valley so well defined, the fact that you are even considering eight 
alignments other than the 1-500 median, especially the elevated tracks through 
Pleasanton, amacks purely of politics, not smart planning and effective use of 
fundn. The greatly increased cost for the Livermore extension to Greenville, 
on a route other than via the 1-580 median, guarantees that it will be years 
before it will be completed. 


In addition, I fail to eve how the tremendous increase in cost to have DART 
meander through Livermore brings commensurate benefit to anyone, Central 
Valley commuters riding MART will certainly not want more time arided to their 
commute. ven the majority of Livermore residents have not been in favor of 
the domitows aligqnmits at their Public earings. 


As for the extraneous stations that ace proposed (net including the “Isabel/T- 
580" or the “Greenville Fast* stations), I’m not aware of any documentation 
that indicates there is enough BART rider-ahip to and trom the Lawrence 
Livermore Labs to offset the cost af the “Vasco Asad Statian”, Newever, if 
it can be proved to be cost effective due to increased Lab employee 


rider-ship, by all moans build this station,  Perhepa the Labs would be 
willing to provide the funding. 


From what 1 can see regarding the “Downtown Livermore Station”, it has onty 
bean proposed by Livesmoce in the hopes of luring commutern to thelr downtown 
to spend money on weekends - which certainly doesn't justify its build, tt 
certainly hasn't been planned 43 @ major station for those living in Livermore 
to use because the parking is minimal, Commuters from the Central Valley are 
not going to hop off the I-5#0 to travel through Livermore to acvess the 
stetion when they can get on BART, or the train, at Greenville Ad. 


Additionally, anyone using the “Sowntewn Livermore Station™ during commute 
hours, assuming they can find parking, 4s only going to add to the Livermore 
traffle congestion now experienced by commuters trying to secesa SRRG via 
south First St. and those residents trying to get to and from Livermore tligh 
School during commute hours. As 4 carpool provider for several Livermore High 
wtudents, I have experienced the daily delays and backupa firsthand. 


Finally, the proposed alignments that include an elevatud track trough the 
Pleasanten Staples Ranch area, with an “Isabel/Staniey Station”, is absolutely 
unnecessary, and is indeed, unacceptable given the cost and negative 
aesthetics. There in no satisfactory way to mitigate the vidual, noise, 
screech and vibration pollution inherent with a train on an elevated track - 
an elevated track that ia peoreeee to be built over » senior continuing care 
facility, an auto mall, retail space, and a community park that includes an 
ice skating facility and a Sacre neighborhood park planned for the Staplex 
Ranch property, Residents living on the eastern aide of Pleasanton are 
already sensitive to the nolov frum tha Liverwoxe Aleport. An elevated train 
will only exacerbate the situation. 


Given that the purpose of the BART Livermore extension in to relieve 
congestion between the Central Valley and the Bay Area, 1 fail to see how 
approving any alignment other than the shortest and mont cost effective route 
following the 1-580 median, that will also, coincidently, attract the moat 
riders, can be juntified. If, however, politics prevatl, and extranowus BART 
teacks through Livermore are approved, then let all of the tracks run through 
Livermore. Extend BART from the “Dublin/Pleasenton Seartton® up the I-500 
median and branch off to meander through Livermore at Portola Ave after the 
“Laabel/T-S80 Station”. 


Thank you for your consideration on this matter. 
Sincerely, 

Billie Otis 

Submit: Submit 


ee ee et nn eee er ete ee er ere wee e wee cen ceeeee 


REMOTE ADDR: 76.218.108.186 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilia/4.0 (compatible; MSIE @.0; Windows Wr S.is 
Trident/4.0; .WET CLA 1.1.4322; .MET CLR 2.0,50727; .MET CLA 3.0.4506. 2152; 
«WET CLR 3.5.30729; yies) 
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a Steven ie 73 FO infogitaarttotrrecmenncog 


cc 
VASV2009 11:10 AM tis 


Subject mending Bort to Livermore 


We are writing to voice our concern on Bart to Livermore, WE huve waited over 20 years for the 
extension and thinks that the plan of adding Three stations south of 1580 is too costly anel 
intrusive on residence and local traffic, 

We would like to see BART Stay on 1580 and maybe eventually over the Altamont to tracy, 

We favor the proposed Isabel and Greenville stations, The local Wheels could coordimitle it's bus 
schedule from Greenville to LLNL if that proved to be & popular option for employees, Perhaps, 
LLNL our arrange its own shuttles. 


KEEP the tracks out of Downtown Livermore and ON $80 
Steve and Suc Page 


TO tlogpbartiotivermore.org 
cc 


bec 
Subjoct inquiry from the BART to Livermore Subst Comments Page 


Below ia the result of your feedback form, It wae aubeitted by 
() on Wednesday, January 20, 2010 at 16:11:07 


Firet_Wame: Clarence 

Last_Name: Varkison 

Reall: parkys@comeast .nec 

Message: 1 would like to see DART come into town underground along Portcls to 


a underground ntation in downtown then procede above ground to Greenville Rd. 
to meet up with the ACE Train and have the BART shops in that ares. Thank you. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR; 76,103,102, 161 

HITE OSPR AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 {compatible; MSIE 8.0; Windows NT 6.1; 
Trident/4.0; GrIBG: SLOC2; NET CLA 2.0.50727; WRT CLR 1.45.30729; .NET CLA 
3.0,30729; Media Center PC 6.0; .NET CLR 3.0.30618; Media Center PC 5.07 
SLCC1) 
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“ae 0 To infogthanolivermore cry 
iD ~/ OV/032010 11:37 AM ee 
Alinith tee 


Subject inquiry tom te BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below 1% the. result of your Sepdoack form, tt was: aubeleced: by Totally against it-keep it out of downtown-a st at the college ia clase 
() om Sundsy, Jonuary 3, 2010 ar 12:37:87 pnbiondesf 9 P oMn-a stop : 4 


a a a Ea Ta aca i ata nr Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry 


Firet_Nome: Pamela 
Last _Name: Passaniai 
Email: panela.passanial@comeast.net 


Measage: Hi, 

T am a tong time Livermore renident and [ am not in favor of BART running 
through our downtown area, I an extremely concerned with the crime and 
loitering tt will bering to our beautiful area. 


Additlonelly, T am not in favor of BART utopping any where in the Liverecee 
area, We don't noed the the awful things it will bring to our community and 
our econony. 


If BART most expand, it mast stay outalde of the city and along the 580 
corsidor. It should never make stops inside of the city. 


Thank you fos your hind consideration. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 98.207, 211.3 

HTTP USER AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 8.0; Windows WT 5.1; 
Teident/4.0; GTOG.3; .NEP CLR 1.1.4922; .NOT CLR 2.0.50727; .NRT CLA 
3.0.04506.30; .WET CLA 3.0.04506.648; InfoPath.2; .NET CLR 3.0.4506.2152; .NET 
CLK 3.5. 30729) 
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0 TO infodPbewttaliverman.on 
01/14/2010 07:35 AM fod 


bee 
Subject inquiry from the BART to Livermore Contact Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form, It was submitred by 
() on Thursday, January 14, 2010 at 08:35:38 


Firat_Name: George 

Last_Nome: Pavel 

Email: pavels@comcast.net 

Message: Dear Me, Quint, 

My desire is to have MANT coming to Livermore an soon as possible, I like the 
option of having 4 BART station at the freeway and Isebel, and then having 
BART come downtown to the Transit Center, Howover, the path through town must 
be done unduryround to aveid the physical division of sections of town thar 
an clevated or ground-level ratl line would cause. If that meana adding years 
to the availability of BART, due to Lime or cost, Chen | prefer having DAKT 
continue slong the freeway to elthor Greenville or the ACE station at Vasvo.. 
Thank you. 

George Pavel 

werifylext: D4zs 

Submit: Subseit 


REMOTE_ADOR: 24,4.45.200 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: , 


To tingihewttalivermarc ony 
co 


bee 
Subject inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
{) om Thursday, January 14, 2010 wt 08128141 


Virvt_Hamer Lindsay 

Last_Wame: Pavel 

nails pawola@comcast.net 
Mesvage: Dear Me, Malcolm Quint, 


After considering the proposed HART routes through Livermore, sy wiah is for 
BART to continue down the highway mudian, 


Factors affecting my deninion ate parking, nuise, congestion, discuption. 
speed of construction, and price. 


BART needs parking, and more parking will be available near the freeway. A 
(gas or electric-powered?) shuttle can transport passengers to and from the 
Liverrore Transit Center, which iy right near the theaters. 


The HART trains ace incredibly noisy, To run them through Livermore, they 
would fave to go underground. Underground construction would take longer, 
disrupt the Lives of our citizens, add dirt and dust to our environment, and 
be more expensive than running the tracks down the freeway median, 


I want BART in Livermore, the sooner the better, and constructing it along the 
freowsy median will bring the DART train to ue faster, Later, if the need 
becomes obvious, we can ace DART or, according to my preference, a light rail 
nystem in town to reduce our rellanve of cara even further. 


Thank you for your consideratian, 
Lindsay Pavel 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDH: %4.4.45.200 
NTTP_UREA_AGENT: , 
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ti] To snfoghibannalyermare ory 
12/0 72009 08:11 PM cc 


bee 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Commons Page 


Below in the result of your Ceedback form, [Tt was submitted by 
(} on Thursday, Oecember 17, 2009 ot 14111704 


First Name: Michael 

Last Nasu: Peel 

Email: mike#homelowngnac.com 

Message: I support the Bact extension on 1580. it's closer to the college. 
Tr will keep rraffie ont of downtmm Livermore. 

Mont inportant iw the coat in this economy....it should go the shortest 
direction...& the fontest direct way. fomoday it will go to Tracy. 

Go. ..Go...Gu... 1580. 

Thanks 

Submit: Submit 

REMOTE ADDR: 12.238.1493.161 


HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible: MSI @,0; Mindown NT 5.1: 
Trident/4.0: GTB&.3) 


Ken Perine To infegihartiolvernonn.org 
t> 
11/30"2008 08.22 AM tee. 
Subject OCIR 
Greetings, 


i Just wanted to voice my support for a future BART alignment with stations in downtown 
Livermore and at Vasco Rd. The potential for TOD at both of these sites, I believe, makes 
these the most logical selections, 

Ideally, the downtown station would be a very padestrion friendly station (ic, Rockridge) 
and the Vaseo Road station could accomodate a parking structure for commuters coming 
over the Altamont. [ think the Vasco Road station has tremendous potential to Increase 
ridership, not just a% a starting paint for trips, but also as a destination, due to the 
proximity to so many employers in that area of Livermore. 

The potential to connect these sites with other existing tramsportation services (ACE, buses) 
makes them even more attractive, 


Ken Perine 
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BART to Livermore Extension Program 
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 


Paul <SEUIt comcasinel> To inf 2.01 
Comments ne Rohan ee 


cc 
Please complete this form with your comments ankilor questions concerning the Dratt PEIR of the BART to 11/17/2009 01:07 PM boo 
Livermore Extension. a Li} information optional.) Subject Bart to Livermore 
Name (please print: CA¥7 /S rye pee Organization Business: 
« we ‘ ‘ “)- 

Address: fe Js At ifte fs § ory, Li vecmore site: CA 2 D438 & This is great. Quit talking and build it. This should have been done 

“so - 7 - ea > 
Prone: A252 2p- ASS ema aan 


Paul Petach 


COMMENTS /QUESTIONS: | 
PART TO Lwetarcwie Should 


Lé duit alerg SBE _%e ereawilte. ee. 


C@S57" s7ET eC, 
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0 To intogpbamiotiverore.org 
0102/2010 04:09 PM Pa 


boo 
‘Subject Inquiry from the BART to Levermor Subent Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It wan submitted by 
) on Saturday, January 2, 2020 at 17:09:17 


SSS OOS Ow SE HO OSS 555 SSSSSSSSSSS5SSSSSSSSNS CN CCC C SCS SS 


First Name; Christine 
Last_Name: Potro 
Email: GrownChrist ine®gmalt .com 


Message: Keep HART out of neighborhoods and developments - keep it in the 580 
midian whese it belongs. Yhat way drivers causing conqeation and smog have 
ready remindera of how accessible, fast and simple public Lransporation can 
be. 


Sulsmits Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 76.103,.236.230 

WYTP_UVSER_AGENT: Morilla/4.0 {(comparibley MSIE 7.0; Winsown NT 5.1; GTB. 3) 
sNET CLR T,1,4322; .NET CLR 2,0.50727: MS-RTC LM 8; InfoPath.1; .NET CLR 
9.0,4506.2152; NET CLR 3.5.90729; THIS-7-20080993; TRIS-7-20080923) 


0 JO infogphatioliverman.org 
127162000 01:59 PM foal 
boc 


Subject inquiry tro the BART to Livermor Contact Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form, It wae submitted by 
() on Wodnenday, Dwcembus 16, 2009 at 14559550 


First Mame: Ann 
Lant_Name: Cfaff-Dony 
bmail: graphic. dogignat!.com 


Message: I watched the televised presentation to the Pleasanton City Council 
last evening and have downloaded the alignment alternatives pap from this 
website, 


In looking at the alternate routes, I appoars to me that the Portola 
{Alleroative 3) would addcess most of the concerns of Velley residents 
provided thar it didn’t atop just east of Downtown Livermore, but rather, 
continued on to Lhe proposed Greenville East atation. 


As an Sl-year remident ef Pleasanton, bas always seemed that Alternative | 
{down 1580) to @ Greenville station made the mast sense. Tt would have the 
least impact on existing housing and would provide a rallhead where there was 
adequate room for both parking and a maintenance yard. 


However, | am aware that many Livermore residences ond business people seem to 
feel that a station in downtown Livermore is desirable. And, if it gots there 
via Portola it whll be near areas where transit housing can be bullr, 


However, as & Pleasanton and Valley resident, | see no benefit in routing the 
trainn through what is projected to be « major recreation area. If the Chain 
vf Lakes area was slated for housing dovelopment, that night be different. 
Novever, an it atands, the AART trainn in thin area would only bo a liability. 


verifyrexe: JNVo 
Submit: Subaic 


REMOTE _ADOK: 71, 202.165.2313 
HTTP_USER_AGENT; Mozilla/>.0 (Macintosh: U; Intel Mac O93 X 10.5; en-US; 
vr1.9. 1.5) Geeko/20091102 Firefox/3.5.5 
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Kenneth A To John and Sylvette Phillips <phillips_09266@msn.com> 
Duron/LMA/Oak/BART és 
12/29/2009 08:21 AM 


bee Malcolm QuinUMSQ/Oak/BART 
Subject Re: bart route to LivermoreL) 


Mr. Phillips, 


Thank you for your email. Your message will be shared with the Board of Directors as requested. A copy 
will be provided to our Program Manager for the proposed Livermore Extension. 


Thank you for your interest. 


Kenneth A. Duron 

District Secretary 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 

300 Lakeside Drive, 23rd Floor, Oakland, California $4612 
510.464.6080, fax; 510.464.6011, email: kduron@bart.gov 
website: www.bart.gov 
John and Sylvette Phillips <phillips_09266@msn.com> 


John and Sylvette Phillips 
<phillips_O9266@msn,com> To <boardofdirectors@bart.gov> 
12/25/2009 09:41 AM cc 


Subject bart route to livermore 


To Bart Directors And Rout Study: 

I am a livermore resident and would like bart to follow the 580 corridor, not to dviate to 
downtown Livermore. Livermore has a great transit system In the "Wheels bus system” and 
that also supplies “dial a ride" which has been serving the greater valley areas for years. 
The 580 route for bart would only strenghten our bus and taxi systems, 

John Phillips Livermore resident for 35 years. 


Don Pickett To ilogPbewitetivee marr ony 
<don. picket! yahoo.com os 
22009 12014 PM pas 


Subjoct_ Favor Akormative 44 1 


Robert Allen, 


First off, I do not support any alternative that imposes visual and noise impacts to 
neighborhoods or downtown. I agree with your position on #4 & #1 for those reasons, 
however #4 will not resolve the freeway traffic backups because of 2 arcas that generate 
olot of thot traffic; Vasco Rd (north livermore, discover bay, and brentwood traffic) and 
Tracy. That leaves #1 as the ideal choice if funding can be obtained, 


1 can not believe that the Performing Arts groups want downtown lines as a way to advance 
their cause. How self centered at Une expense of neighborhoods and our small town living 
syle, 


Regards, 
Don Pickett 
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BART to Livermore Extension Program 


To infogoamiotivermore.ora Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
cc Comments 
bos Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions concerning the Draft PEIR of the BART to 
Subject fequiry trom the BART lo Levanmore Subena Commnones Page Livermore Extension. nee and contact information optional.) 
Name (please print): ad mare aa & Coenen seninane: 
Below ie the result of your feedback form, It was submitted by Address: CL: i) 


() on Tuesday, Necember 22, 2009 at 07:00:05 eae 


Firet_Nane: Lawrence 


Last _Name; Pingree 


Email: qeekquy@qeek-quy. com 


Message; I believe that Alternative #1 scems to be the @ost appropriate with 

the leant impact to the current environment, I'd really like to sane Hart make 
faster progress on the Livermore extention as I know Livermore residents have 
patd for tt for quite sow tise. 


Submits Subwait 


REMOTE ADDR: 72.1295.57.42 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Winco; ur. eaaener NT 6.0; en-US; rvil.9.1.6) 
Gecko/20091201 Firefox/3.5.6 (.NET CLR 3.5.30729) 


==> 


==" Gant to Livermore Extension Program 
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“John Pizer" To <Iinfo@bantolivermore.org> 
<jpizer@ricohsv.com> a 
01/20/2010 08:26 PM $e 

Please respond to 


icohsv,.com> Subject BART to Livermore Route request 


To staff of the "BART To Livermore” program or to whom it may concern, 


| work as a manager charged with the duty and privilege of working to maintain a technology driven 
position with Ricoh Americas Corporation to run the Americas Developer Program in Cupertino (South 
Bay). My wife and | (and 2 children, 4 and 5 respectively, born and raised in Livermore) have lived and 
thrived in Livermore since June, 2000 when we purchased our first home here, 


Since moving to this city we have enjoyed the Livermore community, schools, wine country, restaurants, 
movies, rodeos and downtown festivals. | suspect we are among the select few that understand that the 
Donut Wheel is a popular local TV news stop and that the Wente tasting room is great way to pass a 
Saturday afternoon. Having watched other communities such as Antioch, Brentwood and Dublin expand 
their townships unchecked since the late 1990's, we have been both delighted and pleased to dwell in 
Livermore and to watch the community and city “grow up" and not “grow out", We are avid supporters of 
several slow growth initiatives passed by the residents of the City of Livermore. We were also avid 
supporters of the downtown restoration process currently underway an ongoing. 


We find we are again pleased to see yet another step that Livermore can take to create a better 
connected community without the need to extend housing tracks as has been done in other communities 
around the Bay Area and most notably, the sprawling and un-ending Southern California area where | 
grew up. Returning home to Livermore from Southern California is always a welcome relief as we see 
windmills and rolling green and brown hills, most of them grape covered. 


In my professional work history, | counted San Francisco as a daily stop at my consultancy position with 
Arthur Andersen, LLP. Working for a technology company today, | find many instances where | still need 
to travel to San Francisco for business or for access to SFO for travel as | travel the Americas in support 
of my and my company's work. Of course, we are avid fans of baseball as well and we lake our 
daughters to San Francisco on weekends that allow it using the BART system. 


In an effort to support Livermore's continued efforts towards slowed/moderated growth strategies and at 
the same time create ways that professionally and personally improve resident livelihoods and reduce the 


traffic on our roads, we find ourselves fully supportive of BART to Livermore's goals to bring mass transit 
to not only our community, but to also that of the Tracy and Brentwood areas. 


In the past, we lived in Concord for many years, listening to the overhead rail system that supported BART 
there running through several communities. Albeit quiet, the distinctive noise could be heard for miles. B 
ART Stations, very close to resident housing areas, were a constant strain of police involvement. 


Knowing this, we also advise moderation in the unplomontution of the proposed plans Several of the 
plans call for proposals that would bring BART trains in frequencies of 20 minutes vary close, if not 
adjacent to or above, our families and homes. Other plans call for the construction of tunnets that would 
tun under existing communities and are seemingly cost prohibitive Shll_ other plans include plans for 
Stations that would require additional Polica enforcement at areas that do not require current anforcament 
{e.9.. the Isabel / Stanley proposed station), additionally stretching city resources and becoming a concern 
for crime or vagrancy. 


To this end, please note our supported routes we think would live up lo and enrich Ihe lives we have 
enjoyed here in Livermore. In your conskieration, please understand the request of persons who hope to 
Call themselves, long term residents of a great town. 


1 Choice 


Altemative 1 (isabel-680 / Greenvitie East) — This route aligns the proposed BART route with an already 
existing freeway system. Constructon costs, while not low, would be miigaled by an area with duilable 
area for 2 light rail system without the need to move large amounts of infrastructure. BART systam 


Qenerated noises and parking traffic would remain at, of near the freeway syslem. Livermore area 
feskienial homes would expenence minimal effect during comstruction for what wouk! certainly be a 
multi-year projact. 


2” Choice 


Ailemative 2 (isabel-580 / Vasco Road) ~ Similarly as above, this route aligns the proposed BART route 
with an already existing freeway system. Construction costs, white not low, would be mitigated by an area 
with suitable area for a light rail system without the need to move large amounts of infrastructure. BART 
aystom gonernted noises and parking traffic would romain at, or near the freewny system. Livermore ore 
reskijemt homes would experience minimal effect during construction for what would certainly be a 

multiyear projoct, Lab stalf and working professionals would finally have good socess to 9 mass transit 


3" Choice 


Alternative 4 (Isahel.680) ~ This route provides minimal access to Livermore but reduces construction 

costs overall, The system could be augmented by @ transportation system for those persons traveling to 
the Bankhead or other theaters in the downtown area. impact to Livermore residents would be minimal 
although vccess to other nearby communities (e.9., Brentwood, Tracy, etc.) would be more limited, 


although much improved, over current tratfic congestion conditions on 580 West during the morning 
commute hours. 


Thank you very much for your consderibon 


John & Sharon Pizer 
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(Eve and Claire) 


Livermore Residents 


John Pizer 


Manager, Ricoh Developer Program Support 
Canada/United States/Latin and South America/Austrailia 


Ricoh Developer Support Technology 


Ricoh Americas Corporation 


() To info@barttolivermore.org 
01/21/2010 01:19 PM cc 
bee 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Thursday, January 21, 2010 at 14:19:19 


First_Name; John 
Last_Name; Plummer 
Email: jsplummer21@att.net 


Message: The BEST alignment for BART is to continue along the 580 freeway 
corrider as proposed in Alternative 1. 


Any alignment that goes through the Chain of Lakes and along Stanley Blvd. in 
West Livermore would be a huge mistake from which the city might never 
recover. Such an alignment as the ones proposed in Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2A, 
3A and 5, would cut through neighborhoods and backyards. This hurts the 
property values and quality of life for those neighborhoods and the town 
itself. It destroys the small town atmosphere we all love about Livermore. 
An aerial structure along Stanley Blvd would create urban blight and cur the 
town in half. It would create visual pollution, noise pollution and light 
pollution. The people in West Livermore would no longer be able to use their 
yards as they would not be able to talk and hear over the noise of the BART 
trains at 10-15 minute intervals. You have seen what happened to the yards 
and homes of people in San Leandro, Hayward and Union City as the BART trains 
look down inte people’s yards and streets. WE DO NOT WANT THAT IN LIVERMORE! 


Furthermore, the idea that a station in Downtown Livermore would bring in 
shoppers and people for restaurants and entertainment is very misguided. When 
it comes to shopping, eating and entertainment, the only downtown that has 
been helped by BART is San Francisco. Livermore is not, and never will be, 
San Francisco. The downtowns of Oakland, and, to a lesser extent, Walnut 
Creek, attract commuters during the workday who leave at the end of the day. 
Livermore is not the employment center that either Oakland or Walnut Creek 
are, and never will be. ‘The ridership to downtown Oakland or Walnut Creek 
for entertainment and shopping is nil, and this would be the same experience 
for downtown Livermore. 


Call BART what you will, but it is first and foremost a commuter rail service. 
Let's leave the alignment where it will best serve commuters. STAY ALONG THE 
580 CORRIDOR. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 69,238.46. 34 

HTTP_USER_AGENT; Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 7.0; Windows NT 5.1; .NET CLR 
1.1.4322; .NET CLR 2.0.80727; .NET CLR 3.0.04506.30; .NET CLR 3.0,04506. 648; 
.NET CLR 3.5.21022; .NEY CLR 3.0.4506.2152; .NET CLR 3,.5.30729) 
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BART, 

I have lived in the Tei-Valley since 1977, When I got here all | heard about 
was how the new WAT system 

would make commuting easier for the local residents, 


We willingly paid our additional taxes to get BAIT to come to the Tri-Valley 


Then for years we only heard LIk after LIE and DELAY after OGLAY while ovr 
taxes paid into «a black hole. 


Then FINALLY in 199) when BART came inte the Tri-Valley it wan CUT SHORT of 
the long talked ahout destination - Greenville Koad, Livermore Our taxea 
were uoed for extensions to Pitteburg and Harm Springs. 


WOW HEAK WR CO AGAIN!!! HORE LIES, HORE DECEPTION all while we conlimue to 
pay taxes. 


BAKT to San Jose before Livermore - SHAME OW YOU. 


Never was there a plan for a flyover then tunnel to downtown Livermore WHAT 
A WASTE. OF MOUEY, 


Just do what you said 30 years ago. Extend BART to Greenville Koad in 
Livermwre, down Liv center of the [reoway, 


Share a common station with the ACE Train. More riders ~ sore sevetue, 
Don't be swayed by politicians, lobbyist, etc. 

YOU WORK FOR THE PEOPLE. 

you ALB PAIN DY THE PROP 

SERVE THE PEOPLE ~ THE PEOPLE OF THE TRI-VALLEY. 


Roland Portman 
Vieasanton, CA 


mtp65@comecast.net To Info@bantolivermore.org 
11/19/2009 12:57 PM ce 
bee 


Subject Bart hearings 


To Whom It May Concern: 


My name is Marge Potter and my husband is Bruce Potter and we live in Livermore. We 
reviewed the different stops for a bart station that were on the post card that you sent 
us. We feel very strongly that the only acceptable one is the Isabel/580 Station, We 
have been in this area for 20 years and were told back then that Bart would be coming 
soon. Now it will take 35 years to get here from the time we came. Very disappointing. 


We don't feel that the other stations are good for Livermore as a city or for the people 
that live here. We have worked hard to update our city and to bring more vineries and 
culture to our city. Please don't cheapen it by having Bart come through our city. The 
Greenville East Station would be going in the wrong dirction for us. We have waited a 
long time. Please come to Isabel/580 soon. Thank you. 


Marge and Bruce Potter 
3869 MacGregor Cmn. 
Livermore, CA 94551 
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BARBARA PROCTOR To inlogihartiotivermore org 
<dprocior8ghsbegiobal nets 


‘01/40/2010 08.37 PM 


Not looking forwand to BART in my back yard I feel this will diminish the value of my property. 
Rarbara Proctor 


_0 To infogftuutiolvermarn.ong 
01/21/2010 04:52 PM 5a 
; bee 


Subject fquiry trom the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submiteed by 
() on Thursday, January 21, 2010 at 17:52:25 


First _Neme; Richard 
Last_tame: (ugh 
tmail: richard john _pughtyahos.com 


Message; As 4 Pleasanton resident, the alignment through fsabel/Stanley, 
Downtown Livermore, Vasoo, Greenville makes a lot of sense. Une of the 
benefits for Pleasanton residents ia having a station on the cast side of town 
that will provide reliel tou tthe Owens Deive station that is nearly always full 
in the morning, It will eleo provide service te any future residential 
autivity in the utain of lakes asva and the wast side of Livermore where there 
ore limited transit options. An additional consideration is the relative ease 
with which the right-of-way can be obtained. Currently, the land around £1 
Cherro Koad is undeveloped and owned by Alamida County. No need to attempt 
the impossible to obtain miles of median in 580 which ia already toe narrow to 
accommodate the afternoon commte, The Alameda County surplus property would 
not be materially affected by a modest slice repurposed for BART, and the 
engineering would seem to be at lower cost thon trying to use the S10 m! 
edian, The area on Staples Ranch is on the east side well away from other 
development proposals, so the impact seems minimal. The Ul Chorro route aloo 
provides land for parking which would otherwise be a nore expensive option 
with S80, Look at the parking and pedestrian access costs with the West 
Oublin median atrip station -- these can be avoided with 4 simpler approach of 
4 non-median #trip station, 


Thanks! 
Richard Pugh 
richerd john _puyhtyahoo.con 


Suomit: supmit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 216,.10.144.10 

HTTP UBER AGENT: Moailla/4.0 ({compatibies MSIE 8.0: Windows NT 6.1; 
Trident/4.0; SLCC2; .NET CLA 2,.0.50727; .NBY CIM 3.5.30729; NET CLA 
3.0.30729; Media Center PC 6.0; Tablet PC 2.0; MS-RTC LM 6; 

Of firelLiveCanneetor.1.3; OffieeLivePatch.0.0; MS-ATC LM &) 
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“Radovolsky, Micheal” Te “infoftharttotvermore any” <indoGpoartiokvarmore.crg> 
Radovolsky@pud.ca 


«Michael 
gov e 
12/292009 03:30 PM bee 
Subject Livermore Gart Exsension 
To whom it may conenrn, 


| strongly object against any alignment which exits the 580 treeway earlier, around Pleasanton. 


1. Rwill be more expensive and will take longor to build 
2 Less Central Valley riders will use the new station(s) and more cans will stay on the freeway. 
Reasons: 
a. To gal to Downtown Livermore station these drivers will need to navigate local streets. 
b. With 2 Livermore stations, including downtown, it will take longer to ride Bart to 
DublinvPioasanton than driving. As a result, Central Valey and Brentwood commuters will 
continue parking at OublinPiessanton, 
¢. Downtown station will have limited parking 
3. Iwill bring more notsc and pollution to the Ploasnton resddenous, including a planned retirement 
comnemunity, 


Do not make the sane mistake as with the Airport station when commuters refused to spend extra time 
wailing for air traveters to board the trains. 


For these reasons | recommend the shortest, fastest and least expensive 580 alignment 


Thanks, 

Michaet Radovolsky 
3016 Bourdwolk utr 
Plensanton, CA 
925 846.5811 


mouro19S4fhact com To infogthernctivermere. on 
01/21/2010 08:07 PM cc 
bec 


I would like to express that the subject route would cost the feast and would serve the best by 
addressing traffic coming from Tracy and Brentwood. Also the accessibility to Ace train transfers 
would be greatly improved not to mention that a straight line is much more economical, If 
anything is missing is a study to expand Bart along the cemer median to the top of the Allemont 
with several stations along the way and build a Grand Central Station with shops and cules, But 
there seen to be a certain lack of either respect or the least consideration by a members 
comment as too (Where is Livermore ANYWAYS}! With all do respect I hope that you would 
widen your grand picture. 

Sincerely Maiwo Ramirez {925}784-2320 ccll 
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2 December 2009 


To: Clty Council of the City of Livermore, California 
Subject; Planning the location for the Livermore BART station 


| would like to express my opinion on the topic of extending BART service to the 
city of Livermore. | would urge you to consider having the BART station located in 
the downtown area of the city, where it could service our civic theaters as well as 
our downtown merchants. To make this truly viable, it wouk! require that a stretch 
of the BART tracks would need to be run underground upon approaching the 
downtown area. BY at A 


7 a 
ome wz" a 
Thomas F. Ramos 


1230 Baffin Way 
Livermore, California 94550 


ebneeoneenast> To <infog@tuntiotivermarecrg> 


co 
OV14/2010 19:23 AM Rt 


Subject Baro Livermore 


tam in tui suppoit in bringing Bart to Livenmore, but needs to be done in the most sensible way. As 
euch 2s | would love 10 have & station downtown near our performing arts center and with the new 
psewromtenncn dire tlie tte ag gah sca map tber abr | think @ station near Las Positas 
(maybe near the Portola area) and then out at the ACE train stop off Vasco. The Las Posilas stop would 
capture and boost enrolment at the college, performing arts there, etc. and gelling commuters off 560 
The Vasco stop will capture commuters from the valley out in Tracy, Stockton. Modesto, Manteca, etc... 
cormmuters from the Brentwood area, plus make a convenient transfer hub between BART and ACE. It 
would also be a good position to have to create a transfer point for the California high speed train in thr 
future. High density housing can be built in both of these locations. 


Stephanie Rebiejo 


Livermore resident 
925 454.7626 


wey Pease consider the environsent before printing thes email 
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“Luana Reichard To <avtogpbartiotivarmare.org> 
; <ivralchard@comcast.net> fe 
y VAFZWRZOI9 OFS PTA Kas 


Subject Keep RART on the froeway 


Atin. Matcoim Quitit, 

We do nol need Livermore dug up to have BART underground. People don't need BART to qo to their 
from door, or directly to the Bankhead Theater. We do not want BART anywhere in town. Koop BART on 
the freeway. That wil be better located for the commuters from Livermore and the vallay. There is also a 
lot more room to build paricing lots an the freeway, 


Pleasanton doesn't have BART go to dawntown or to the fairgrounds, and they have a lot more programs 
happening during the yoar than Livermore does. 


Hf Livermore finally has a chance to get a BART station, bet’s not add greatly to the cost, delaying the 
project for years by coming into town, ripping up streets or demoashing homes. 


Thank you, 


Luana Reichard 


BART to Livermore Extension Program 
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Comments 


Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions concerning the Draft PEIR of the BART to 
Livermore Extension. (Name and contact information optional.) 


Name (please print): Susarl RE(D_ Organization/Business: 


Address: oe  Cily: ___Sitale: Zip: 
Phone: __ enneemememnecumenen EMail: nw 
COMMENTS / QUESTIONS: 


waar 


C—>>>_———a——=—=—=—SSSS===> 
== BART to Livermore Extension Program 


Appendix A Comment Letters Received with No Relation to CEQA or the Draft Program EIR 


Page A-140 


RKP To infolpoamtotivermere.cog 


<mywunghlosspicturasdegmar = 
team 
VV2502009 12:57 PM bee 


Sutyect oh not bart to lnemore 


you people have already brought the trash to pleasanton, why must you 
continue tu being dt to Liverwoce? NO BART IN LIVERMORE YUCK tr unn't 
bring business--all it will being are a bunch of gango here that wo 
don't newd, i don't want my beautiful elty looking Like the onkland 
qhetto, 


qo away bart. satay far, far away and don't you DARE go te thet other 
trash town stockton. ugh yuck. that's all we need ore scummy drug 
runners bringing chele supply from oakland to stockton. sick. 


qo away libtards. run fast and far and carry your sorry butte back to 
berkeley. WE DON’T WANT YOU HERE. you already screwed up our area by 
extending district 10 so the dummycrats can win the ghetto vote. now 
yo away. 


Robert Rob To bgvinnitcl.tirermore.co.u9, infogihaetiolivermare ong 
uf 9 cc 
TVQORQ009 11:26 AM 00 


wi, 


It saw a flier for public workshops regarding a potential Livermore 
BART utation. IT will be unable Co attend due to 4 business trip but 
wanted to provide fendback. 


L think the best placement for a BART elation would be #t or very 

near the Vasco Rd ACE train station, As @ IJ, employee, my 

interests may be slightly skewed towards proximity to the lab. thr, 
proximity to the lab and its several thousand employees is not the 
only reason I think this would be the best location, Placing the 

ART station at the Vasco ACE station would increase cromm-riderahh 
for WART, ACR, Wheels, even Amtrak and possibly other transit agencies. 


Placing « BART station at the ACE Vasco station would commect BAKT to 
ACE and Amtsak. Teevelecs from the Nay Area could take BART to ACE 
ond then ride ACE to cannect with Amtrak in Stockton for service up 
and down the couteal valley. Currently, the best option for Amtrak 
is to ride oll the way around the North through Martinex, Antioch, 
ete. te Stockton. I can aay from personal experience that this in a 
very long trip. In the past, 1 have opted to drive and leave my car 
in Modesto to ride Amtrak down South rathor than ride from the bay, 
which is not ideal either 


Also, placing the station at the ACE Vaseo connects BART bo anywhere 
Wheels qoes (Livermore, Dublin, Pleasanton, San Ramon) because the 
Wheels 20 bus has a stop right there. 


I already ride BART from Sen Francisco every day and drive the rest 
of the way to work at the lab with one coworker. I know @ few more 
people just in my office who would be interested in riding BART if it 
cane closer to the bab, 


Yinally, this placement may make thu project easier by utilizing 
existi transit right-ot-weys, providing apace for parking, and 
minimizing disruption to downtown Livermore traffic and Dusiness. 


Basically, I think giving travelers the option to connect botweon 
multiple le@cal and regional transit systems makes the suite of 
transit options sore accesnible and more efficient, In addition to 
thu Vasoo ACE station being a connection point to other trannit 
options, that location could serve thousands of potential ciders who 
work at the lab without detrimental Impacts to Livermore traffic and 
business during conatruction or normal operation, Bottom Line: more 
people will use what's alreedy in place, meaning a minimal capital 
outlay by cach trannlt agunoy resulting in maximized cidership. 


Thank you for considering, 
Robert Robtr 
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To intogpbartiotvermere.ora 


co 
boo 
‘Sutyect inquiry trom the BAHT to Levermore Subnet Comments Page 


flelow ts the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Wednesday, Vecenbor 9, 2009 at 21:04:31 


First Name: Dave 
Lant Name: Rebineen 
Email: dbedior@gmall.com 


Measage: The concept of transit-oriented development io applied too broadly 
here. This makes sense in Fruitvale or Hayward, where tt in possible to not 
have a car. This will never be true in the outer [ringes of the Bay Area such 
as Livermore. The locarion of the Pleasanton stations along S80 already 
precludes local rides between downtown Livermore and downtown Pleasanton, so 
cesidents of transit villages in Livermore weld have nowhere local to go. 


For the most benefit here, the focus should be on getting people off of 580 
(and the ACK train) - people who want to get to SF or Oakland quickly, and who 
are nol intereated in meandering through the swanps between Livermore and 
Pleasanran or driving through dense ceaidential areas te get to a station. 


Subait: Submit 


REMOTE AUOK: 67,169.140,45 

HTTP USER AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible: MSIE 8.0; Windows NT 6,0; 
Trident/4.0; SLOCL; . NET CLA 2.0,50727; Media Conter PC &.0; .WET CLA 
3.5.30729; .NET CLA 3.0.30729) 


cos aor by infopbaobvermore.ora 


VITRO 11:33 PM 


Bart extension to Livermore 
Dear Sirs, 


Lam a resident of Livermore and have been for years. | look forward to the extension into 
Livermore. However the kica of putting a rowle through the center of town does not make any 
sense or appeal to me. I support the iden only if it is kept along the 580 hwy route. The possible 
dangers, noise and hazards would be reduced with the 580 stations. It would also make the future 
possibility of extending to Tracy more viable, 


Sincerely, 
A concerned Livermore resident 
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“Scott & Ann-Marie Rohe* TO <inhoGPtuw tolivermore.a 
<scougprohe nat> is 


VVI97/2008 1324 AM 


Hi, 

J arn a Livermore resident and would like you fo know that our family would like the extension to stay near 
the freeway. Our land value is going down enough without the effects of traffic, Bart and nolse being 
aided near our neighborhood. Please keep it near the freeway with sites at Altamont or Airway. Although 
Airway |s sready crowded enough in the morning without adding this.co my vote is Altamont, 


We feel the same way sbout Bart as we did with Wal-Mart... loo much trathc i6 bad and the added access 
to our neighborhoods makes our neighbamhood lass tafe. 


Thanks. 
The Rohe Family 


“Brenda Rose” To <mlodpbartiokvermore.org” 
<brenda.rose(Poomcasi.net> a 


O1/2172010 04:54 PM ee 


Subject BART to Livermore comments 


Though it would be a nice thing to have BART underground to downtown, the cost/benefit ratio 
does not seem, to me, to be a viable option, Getting back to the main reason for BART to 
Livermore is. to reduce congestion on the 580 through Livermore, Bypassing to include 
downtown will add extra stops commuters from the valley/bay ares do not want, so it may be a 
deterrent rather than a benefit. | vole for either option that runs along the 580, with hopes that it 
will eventually expand all the way to Greenville. Then we vail have truly addressed the 
congestion problam on the 580. Thank you. 


Brenda Rose 
5858 Dresslar Circle 
Livermore, CA 94550 
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* Albert J. Rlothenwen* To intagihantodivormore org 
<albrothcomeast.ne> ~ 
O1/18/2010 04.53 PM 


Subject Bait Livermore 


| prefer that the station be downtown, perhaps on Portola, in which case | could walk 
instead of driving to the station 


Albert J. Rothman 503 Yorkshire Drive Livermore CA 94551 925-443-1778 
albroth@eomcast.net 


Wendy Rovira To info@barttolivermore.org 
G <wkrovira@yahoo.com> & 
01/06/2010 03:53 PM 
bee 


Subject concerned Pleasanton resident 


You can not ruin Pleasanton by taking BART to Livermore out £1 Charro Road! 
This will destroy our community, My home backs up to the Quarry lakes and I 
don't want to see Bart from my backyard! Keep BART on the 580 freeway, not 
through town. This will be bad for Livermore downtown too, no one wants that 
big transportation in the middle of a cute downtown. 


Wendy Rovira 
A concerned citizen 
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0 To info@baritolivermore.org 
11/12/2009 01:40 PM ce 


bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Thursday, November 12, 2009 at 14:40:54 


First_Name: Cory 
Last_Name: Rutherglen 
Email: rutherglen2@gmail.com 


Message: As a concerned resident in Livermore, I would like to voice my 
opposition to having BART run through downtown Livermore along the UPRR 
tracks. It is bad enough now with the noise from multiple freight trains and 
ACE trains running at all hours down the UPRR tracks. That would be 
intensified 10 fold if BART were to have tracks alongside the current UPRR, 


I wholeheartedly agree that BART should come to Livermore and that the best 
and cheapest route would be along the 580 freeway. This would be the most 
direct and noise barriers are already up along the populated areas of the 
freeway. Livermore has a beautiful downtown now please don't ruin it with the 
Rart trains traveling right down the middle of it! 


Submit: Submit 
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0 To info@barttolivermore.org 
01/21/2010 11:29 AM ce 
bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Contact Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Thursday, January 21, 2010 at 12:29:35 


First_Name: Richard 
Last Name: Ryon 
Email: dickryon@comeast .net 


Message: T have attended several of the informational meeting regarding the 
long-anticipated BART extension to Livermore, listened carefully, and read 
letters te the editor in local newspapers. I have perused the environmental 
impact report. Now, I have come te some conclusions which I hope you will 
take into account as you choose a preferred option. 


All of the choices have pluses and minuses, 1 believe the over-riding 
considerations are uxban development, impact on residents, inter-modal 
transportation connectivity, and of course, ridership. The best option is the 
hybrid I-580 to Portola, underground to central Livermore, termination at 
Vasco. Please pick this xoute. It is not the least expensive, but it does have 
the best cost/benefit ratio and best impact on life in our Livermore Valley. 


verifytext: 9GFU 
Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 24.5.233,123 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Macintosh; U; Intel Mac 0S X 10.5 8; en-us) 
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AMIT SAINI To <intoGhartialivermarecrg> 
<60in_AMNNEHOIMad.com> 


112009 Pha Pi 


Hi 
Matcolm Quin, 


Tam resident of Tracy and on dally basis take bart from Dublin/Pleasanton station, Since 
many years i have notice in morning comute hours starting from 5:00 AM and evening 
commute hours starting from 3:00 PM ,there is heavy traffice on 1-580 W starting from 
Altamont Pass to Dublin/Pleasanton and in evening from Dublin/Plesanton to Altamont pass. 
It ts best if BART station Is bulld at Greenville East station or at Vasco ROad so that it covers 
maximum 1-560 traffice which is worst during commute hours, 


Station at Downtown Livernmore is not appropriate for all commuters coming from central 
Valley (Stockton, Tracy, Modesto,Manteca) as it additional time to commute from 1-580 to 
downtown livermore with lot of traffic lights. 


Station at Isabel Stanley Station is at 1-84 which Is just half distance between Dublin and 
Altamont pass and will not resolve traffic problem at 1-580 as from I-84 to Altamont Pass is 
very congested during commute hours. 


I Suggest to have station preferably at Greenvile East station or at Vasco road £0 that it is 
nearest for people coming fram central valley (Stockton, Tracy, Modesto,Manteca) and will 
help reduce traffic at congested 1-580, 


Thanks 


Amit Saint 
Cell:408-464-9227 


Find the right PC with Windows 7 and Windows Live. Learn more, 
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Santin T 
m Patty ; a 'O infogPbacttotvermore.org 
OV122010 07.4 PM 


To whom it may concern, 


1 am writing to ask that BART not be aligned to Vasco Road, I live and work off 
of Vaseo Road and [am very concerned about the addititional traffic, parking, and 
crime that a Vasco Road Station would bring to our neighborhoods. I favor the 
Isabel/1-S80 Station as the most logical choice as it is closest to the freeway. 
Please do not build a BART Station so close to our neighborhoods. 


Thank you, 


Patty Santin 
709 Vivian Drive 
Livermore, CA 94550 


0 To info@bantolivermore.org 
01/21/2010 04:56 PM cc 


bee 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livarmore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 


First_Name: Carlotta 
Last_Name;: Schauer 
Email: dcschauer@comcast net 


Message: I would like Bart to travel underground down Portola to a downtown 
Livermore subway stop where buses and ACE train can be picked up and then 
proceed to either Vasco {Pickup ACE and freeway travellers) or Greenville East 
(Pickup ACE and freeway travellers}.I would like to get the westbound freeway 
travellers off the freeway as soon as possible to eliminate alot of 
congestion, 


Submit: Submit 
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0 To infc@baritolivermore.org 
01/21/2010 05:01 PM ce 


bee 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Thursday, January 21, 2010 at 18:01:31 


First Name: Carlotta 

Last Name: Schauer 

Email: dcschauer@comcast.net 

Message: Support the Arts. Bart downtown 


Submit: Submit 
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0 To info@barttolivermore.org 
) 01/21/2010 04:57 PM ce 
bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Contact Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Thursday, January 21, 2010 at 17:57:12 


First Name: Dale 
Last Name: Schauer 
Email: dcshower@yahoo. com 


Message: I would like to see BART come to the transit center in downtown 
Livermore, This would make it possible for local buses & ACE commuters to 
easily transfer to BART for their transportation destination. Tf not 
underground, then above ground next to the existing ACE tracks from near the 
Tsabel and Stanley intersection to the downtown transit center. 

Placing stations along the freeway will result in more commute time congestion 
on the freeway as riders attempt to drive to the station. In europe, freeway 
congestion has been greatly reduced by not placing transit stations on the 
major highways, but in the city centers. We should adapt this successful 
concept in Livermore as a model for the future of BART in the Bay area. 


verifytext: ouho 
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To intfagihamolivernore org 
oe 
bee 


Subject tinquiry trom the BART to Livermore Comact Page 


Below ia the rewult of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
(} on Gunday, January 17, 2010 at 10:84:47 


Firet_Name: Jim 
Last_Name: tichmidt 
Email: jima2znalitetyanos.com 


Message: 1 believe Bart belongs in downtown Livermore, and it would benefit 
hoth Bart and Livermore. Aocens must bo underground, fxom the freeway at 
approximately Portola, underground to # downtown station, then along the 
extioting rall road. Tf belleve the Vaneuw lowation in the best Eastern 
location. It is ensential to pair dowtown Livermore with an Eastern location. 
The Raster location needs amplu packing to aquopl Ceuuway/commuler Lealic. 
Downtown parking additions are needed, but the development going on now and in 
the future will provide redership without bringing « lot of cars Lo downtown, 


verifytext: tant 
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12/10/2009 10:25 PM bec ice 


“Susan Schmidt’ To <wtogphatiotivenmore.org> <theeldendebcgiodel new TO <infogPbarttolvermore.cea> 
e <sunbumsue! @Pcomcssl.net> a =) 01/21/2010 05.12 PM CE etriendedittiendyoltivermers.om> 
Sutyect Bast to Livermore Subject BART to Livermore DPEIR 


I like the idea of having Bart going to downtown Livermore and I also think that it should extend out Route | want és the hybrid one: Underground from freeway down Portola and Junction to subway station 
to either Vasco or Greenville rood, It would make no sense to end it ot Isabell! Bart naeds to go downtown, then surface to ACE station at Vasco, 
forther out to reduce the heavy traffic that comes through Livermare an 80 every day. 
Tanta Sekien 
Suson Schmidt CR ee 


Livermore Resident 
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0 Te infngihewtielvereere ong 
01082010 05:50 Pm cc 


hee 
Subject inquiry from the GART to Livermore Saihoit Comments Page 


Below ia the reault of your feedback form, It was submitted by 
() on Pridey, Janunry 86, 2010 at 18:80118 


Firet _Wame: sobhy 
Last Name: sergious 
Email: anabiahovyahoocom 


Message: Hello, 

I wanted to tell you that I do commute avery day from Tracy to Fremont and | 
wish that the expantion hoppens fast so | dont have to drive all that Long 
Chrin 
Thanks 


Subsit: Sobmit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 75.7.7.224 

WPTP_USER_AGENT: Morilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 8.0; Windows NT 6.0; 
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0 To info@baritolivermore.org 
11/12/2009 10:05 PM cc 


bec 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Relow is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Thursday, November 12, 20609 at 23:05:12 


First_Name: Henry 

Last_Name; Shay 

Email: hdshay@comeast.net 

Message: Dear Sirs, 

I support Alternative #1, Greenville East. 


What are the principle criteria for choosing between the several options? It 
should take traffic off of 1580 and have sufficient ridership to warrant a 
reasonable number of trains each day. It should have its stations so sited to 
have adequate land for parking spaces, and its terminus should suitable for a 
sizeable rail yard for nightly storage of trains. It should connect with the 
ACE train and with bus service. It should make use of readily available 
right-of-way. It should be a inexpensive as possible. 


Three of the nine options have their terminus at the Greenville East Station, 
where there would be a rail yard and a transfer point to the ACE train. One of 
these, alternative #1, Greenville East, would have a second station that is 
also located on the [580, at the interaction with Isabel. This alternative is 
the only one fully taking advantage of the 1580 right-of-way, It would be 
about $1B cheaper than the other two that also end at the Greenville East 
Station. It would increase the BART ridership by 31,700 riders per day, the 
most of any of the alternatives. 


Alternative 1, Greenville East, satisfies all the criteria and is probably the 
easiest to bring to timely and successful fruition. 


Can I help in any way? 


Sincerely, 
Henry BD. Shay 


Submit; Submit 
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0 To info@barttolivermore.org 
11/20/2009 06:59 AM cc 
bee 


Subject Inquiry frorn the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Friday, November 20, 2009 at 07:59:19 

First_Name: Michael 

Last_Name: Sheaffer 

Email: SheafferM@aol.com 

Message: Keep BART on [-580 and out of the downtown area. 
Submit: Submit 
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res i] To. infosdbamotivermore.onn 
S/ 01/23/2010 03.00 PM « 
Subject inquiry fram the BART to Livermore Contact Page 


Below io the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Satucday, Jandary 23, 2010 ot 16:00:55 


Firat Nana: gregg 
Lant Name: sbephard 
Email: greggnc38 yahoo. com 


Message: The extension to Livermore should run ateraight down 590 with stations 
at Isabelle, Vasco, and « maintenance yard/furure atatinon at Groonville/ 
Parking lots/multi-level structures should be provided. 

Attempting to run SANT into downtown Livermore io a wante of monvy and 
obviounly far more expensive just to appease a few people at the expense of 
many. 

The local transit district can easily provide shuttle services to the 
junior college, downtown, the Lab., Sandie, and other employers. 


This iw the cheapest route and might occur in the next 50 yoars if BART 
qeta more money ond unen it with dilgence! Geed luck. 
01-23-10 
verifyteat: SOT 
Sulmit; Sulmit 
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0 To info@barttolivermore.org Kirk Short To. infokppartiolivermore.o1y 


<kshortiintor-realostale.com 
01/19/2010 07:55 PM cc > ce Ron Acciololl <racciainlig>yahoo.com> 
dee 11/29/2009 06:99 PM bee 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page Subject Parking for BART 
Below is the result of your feedback form, Tt was submitted by Martin Quint 
() on Tuesday, January 19, 2010 at 20:56:39 BART Planning 
wr nnn en rn nnn nanan nan annan Renan rece nen nae nana 300 Lakeshore Alvd, 


Oakland, CA W012 
First_Name: Ralph 
I am eure you know about automated parking alroady but [ wanted to 


Last_Name: Sherman Introduce to you Simmatec automated parking systema. We have 25 
75 protects in the dewsiqn or permit process, including a high rise in San 
Email: shermscape47@yahoo. com Francisco at J50 Mission Street that was approved tor 40 parking spaces. 
With the Simmatec system we can qet 195 cara in the sane physical 
Message: Please enter my vote for the alignment alternative as Portola apace, [ft is currently being reviewed by the Planning department, 
underground to downtown station and on to Vasco at grade to an expanded 
station at the existing ACE station We know that real estate is both a precious commodity as well as a very 
expensive commodity in dense urban areas, and gemetine the mont valuable 
Submit: Submit space is open space. Simmatec has 7 different ayatemsa that can be 
taltored to # specific site. They can be underground, sulti-story, of 4 
Re et ESS eam ad a eT SE 8 Ma BSG yt Oe hs ees ce ep oS TS ee I TS ear” combination of above and beluw ground. They have @ simple stacker 
wyatem to double or triple the parking capacity, usually for a hom of 
REMOTE ADDR: 24.4,42.237 saat) residential or commercial project. T am aur@ you are aware of 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Windows; U; Windows NT 5.1; en-US; rv:1.9,1.7) Patrick Kennedy’s very successful buildings in Berkeley that used the 
Gecko/20051221 Firefox/3.5.7 GTB6 {.NET CLR 3.5.30729) Klaus aysten. Ourn in leon expensive. We have an airport system that 


has a 1,000 car per hour turnaround, depending on the nurher of access 
points. We ore building o 540 spare otructure for the University of 
Bangkok, Thailand, 


Our facilities can be considered “vehicle storage*. perfect for Park and 
Ride. It can get people out of their cars and aon foot, bicycle or 
public transportation. As automated parking is much less polluting thar 
conventional surface or multi-story garages and because at leant 60% of 
the arna of thoaw traditional parking atructures are need to drive to 
and back, our systens save space, are more cost-efficient, and gain 
LEERE points, oven tu be a building code sequicenent. 


They are green, handicap-{tiendly ami secure. We ace designing @ system 
for the DEA (Oruq Enforcement Agency) in Sauthern California uho want 
secure parking so they do not have to continually inspect each venicie 
for bugs, drugs, or bosba. The vehicles are delivered to the access 
point just as they wore deposited. Because thease are essentially 
parking machines, Iike any other vending machine, they save considerable 
amounts in maintenance and labor costs. I believe customers would be 
willing to pay # premium to know that their vehicle {2 as secure an when 
they left it. In fact, I believe this possibility would ovarcome one of 
the major hesitarions about taking public transpertation and enhance 
ridurahip. 


Tt hope you find our website and Youtube interesting and if 30, would 
Like to discuss further the possibilities of locating our parking system 
on one or more of your sites most in need of additional parking. I have 
noticed parking under freewsy flyovers. It seemed to me there in the 
possibility of at least quadrupling vehicle storage in the same surface 
atea, 
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Any arrangement that benefits you, land purchase, joint venture, 
licensing, desiqn/pulld could be open for dincunsiun. 


Sincerely: 

Kirk Short 

http://www, youtube ,com/watch?vr_unAuOMNSSU 
http://www, slemarecusa.com/ 


Kirk 


Kirk Short 

International Real Estate Consultant 

wow. inter-realestate.com www, ParkingSolutions.org 
12513 Pinnacle Loop, Truckee, Ca 96161 

$30 592-0556 phone. 530 400-0556 cell 

OREe 00604384 

CCIM candidate 6614255 


el 
Padang brochus Jed 
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a Aoniiths 


aoe cal 1a. peewee 


1634 Pome St. 


Livermer® w@ 


To infeg®iartolivermare og 
cc 
bee 


Subject tequiry troen the BART to Livermore Submit Gommonts Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() of Monday, January 4, 2010 ar 22:08:34 


First Wane: Judith 
Last Name: Smith 
Email: judithasmithJ#aboglobal .net 


Message: If bart ia coming to Livermore, keep it near the freeway do not bring 
it into the downtown area. 


Submit: Submit 
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BART to Livermore Comments 


The train route would be best if it remained on the freeway as this would be the most cost effective. 
If the route went into downtown the cost $$$ would be extremely expensive $$$ as it would require a 
subway and aerial structure. The downtown alignment would require more costly land acquisition and 
parking. This option would also reduce the volume of LOWER COST Housing which Livermore has a high 
deficit of already and displace many people. The downtown option cost to benefit doesn’t make GOOD 
SENCE. 


The freeway Isabel/I-580 and Greenville East Stations would provide lower cost and more volume 
parking. The Greenville East location should be a priority as this would be the biggest ridership return on 
the investment as it would take traffic volume off 1-580 by central valley users , 


| have been paying into this system since the 1970's and feel the best way for it to become a reality is 
keep it on the freeway and keep the cost $$$ down tI} 


THANK YOU, Mike Smith 


Livermore 


add Braadmecr St 
5 a 
Lryerrnrt™ ym @ 


0 To info@barttolivermore.org 
01/03/2010 06:09 PM ce 


bee 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Sunday, January 3, 2010 at 19:09:46 


First_Name: Neil 
Last_Name: Smith 
Email: appraiserneil@sbcglobal.net 


Message: My comments is the concern on the alignments which utilize the chain 
ef lake corridor and its impact on these future recrestional/greenbelt areas. 
Additionally, I'm concerned with the increased air pollution generated from 
additional automobile traffic which would be generated along the chain of lake 
and downtown alternative. I think that the proposals which align along the 
1580 corridor not only offer the better alternative to keeping pollution from 
automotive away further away from the interior of the City of Livermore and 
the downtown area. Additionally, I believe these 1580 alignments te be much 
less complex and costly in both the construction and right of way 
presevervation costs than the downtown/chain of lake alternatives and much 
more likely to be built sooner than later. 


Submit: Submit 
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muirhiker@comecast.net To info@barttolivermore.org 
01/16/2010 09;12 PM ce 
bec 
Subject comments to Drafl EIR 


Mr Malcom Quuint: 

To me the process of selecting route for the BART extension to Livermore is best made 
in two steps. The first step would be the selection of the Stations that best meet the 
goals of the BART extension and the city of Livermore and its neighbors. 

The two stations that best meet these goals are: 

Greenville East Station that would that would provide BART access to potential BART 
riders from Eastern Livermore, |-580 Altemont commuters, and ACE train transfer 
riders. This would lessen the auto commute traffic congestion on 1-580 and lessen the 
carbon dioxide and hydrocarbons produced by this auto traffic. 

Downtown Livermore Station that would provide public transportation for the high 
density population of future downtown Livermore. Currently the city of Livermore has 
built new townhouses and apartments near the proposed downtown station. The 
placement of a station here, would encourage future high density construction 
The second step would be the selection of the routes between the selected BART 
stations which should consider cost, available land, noise, and other community 
impacts. The two routes that provide the linkage between the Pleasanton, Downtown 
Livermore, and Greenville East are the El Charo Road and Portola/Junction Roads. | 
would favor the El Charo Road route since it would have less impact on existing 
neighborhoods. 

Thank you 
Richard Smith (Livermore resident) 


" “Smith, Vanessa” To <info@barttolivermare.org> 
heir <vasmith@husd.k12.ca.us> ae 
« vA 11/03/2009 03:12 PM b 
4 ec 
Subject 


To Whom It May Concern: 
Please extend to Vasco Rd (any where). Eventually, if you can go to Stockton or 
Manteca that would be awesome. That’s just my 2 cents worth, 


Vanessa Smith 

Assistant Director 

Helen Turner Children's Center 
23640 Reed Way 

Hayward, CA. 94541-7326 
Phone: (510) 293-8547 

Fax: (510) 783-3795 

Email: vasmith@husd.k12.ca.us 


When the heart weeps for what Is lost, the spirit laughs for 
what it has found. ~- Sufi Aphorism 
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0 To info@barttolivermore.org 
01/20/2010 03:57 PM cc 
bee 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Relow is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
{)} on Wednesday, January 20, 2010 at 16:57:05 


First _Name: Walter 

Last_Name: Sokoloski 

Email: w_sokoloski@yahoo.com 

Message: Alternative 1 Greenville East preferred 
Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 24.4.47.24 
RTTP_USER AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Macintosh; U; Intel Mac OS X 10.5; en-US; 
rv:1,9.0.1) Gecko/2008070206 Firefox/3.0.1 


0 To info@bantolivermore.org 
01/18/2010 07:24 PM cc 
bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Cornments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Monday, January 18, 2010 at 20:24:37 


First Name: Ann 
Last_Name: Sorensen 
Email: SoaringBagle4u@comcast.net 


Message: The train route would be best if it remained on the freeway as this 
would be the most cost effective. If the route went into downtown the cost SSS 
would be extremely expensive $$$ as it would require a subway and aerial 
structure. 


The downtown alignment would require more costly land acquisition and parking. 
This option would also reduce the volume of LOWER COST Housing which Livermore 
has a high deficit of already and displace many people. The downtown option 
cost to benefit doesn’t make good sense. 


The freeway Isabel/I-580 and Greenville East Stations would provide lower 
cost and more volume parking. The Greenville East location should be a 
priority as this would be the biggest ridership return on the investment as it 
would take traffic volume off 1-580 by central valley users . 

I have been paying into this system since the 1970's and feel the best 
way for it to become a reality is keep it on the freeway and keep the cost $$$ 
down !!! 

THANK YOU! 


Ann Sorensen 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 76,.127,104,$1 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Windows; U; Windows NT 5.1; en-US; rv:1.9.1.7) 
Gecko/20091221 Firefox/3.5,7 (.NET CLR 3.5.30729) 
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0 To info@barttolivermore.org 
01/18/2010 07:25 PM ce 
bee 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Monday, January 18, 2010 at 20:25:07 


First Name: Paul 
Last_Name: Sorensen 
Email: SearingEagie4436@Hotmail.com 


Message: The train route would be best if it remained on the freeway as this 
would be the most cost effective. If the route went into downtown the cost $$$ 
would be extremely expensive $$$ as it would require a subway and aerial 
structure. 


The downtown alignment would require more costly land acquisition and parking. 
This option would also reduce the volume of LOWER COST Housing which Livermore 
has a high deficit of already and displace many people. The downtown option 
cost to benefit doesn’t make good sense, 


The freeway Isabel/I-580 and Greenville East Stations would provide lower 
cost and more volume parking. The Greenville East location should be @ 
priority as this would be the biggest ridership return on the investment as it 
would take traffic volume off 1-580 by central valley users . 

I have been paying into this system since the 1970's and feel the best 
way for it to become a reality is keep it on the freeway and keep the cost $$$ 
down !!1 

THANK YOU! 


Paul Sorensen 
Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 76.127.104.51 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/S.0 (Windows; U; Windows NT 5.1; en-US; rv:1.9.1.7) 
Gecko/20091221 Firefox/3.5.7 (.NET CLR 3.5.30729) 


0 To info@baritolivermore.org 
01/16/2010 02:48 PM cc 
bec 


Subject inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form, It was submitted by 
{) on Saturday, January 16, 2010 at 15:48:48 


First_Name: clark 


Last_Name: streeter 
Email: clark.streeter@comcast.net 


Message: It appears to me that the most viable option - especially in the long 
run - would be to have two BART stations in Livermore; one downtown and one on 
the freeway, Of the several potential freeway sites, I prefer the Vasco road 
site because it seems that it would be the most usable by both Livermore 
residents and commuters, 


The most appealing route to the downtown station would be an underground route 
from the freeway (presumably along Portola}. The greater short-term cost of 
this route would be more than outweighed by the superior esthetic and 
environmental properties of the route, It would be much less noisy and 
visually distracting than a surface route. 


I also believe that - again, especially in the long run - a single freeway 
site at Greenville would be the least beneficial to Livermore residents. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 76.126.227.113 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Windows; U; Windows NT 5.1; en-US; rv:1.9.1.7) 
Gecko/20091221 Firefox/3.5.7 (.NET CLR 3.5.30729) 
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0 To info@barttolivermore.org 
01/16/2010 03:11 PM ec 


bee 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Saturday, January 16, 2010 at 16:11:59 


First_Name: Kathleen 
Last_Name; Streeter 
Email: k.streeter@comcast.net 


Message: As a resident of Livermore for more than 45 years 1 recommend a 
Dewntown Station and a station at Vasco. ‘The route ta downtown should be 
underground. This would reduce both sound and visual pollution and is well 
worth the additional cost. We are going to live with BART for a very long 
time so let's do it right. 

The concerns about crime are not born out by the experiences at other 
Stations, It is clear that the combination of a downtown station and a 
station at Vasco brings the most opportunities for economic development while 
also connecting with existing transit. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 76.126,227,113 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE §.0; Windows NT 5.1; 
Trident/4.0; GTB6; .NET CLR 1.1,4322; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; .NET CLR 
3.0.4506.2152; .NET CLR 3.5.30729} 


“Anne Stuan" To <info@barttolivermore.org> 
<DonanCastle3@msn.com> ie 

22/2009 10: 
1 10:03 PM raid 


Subject Public Comments regarding BART to Livermore 


The Livermore BART line traveling Route 580 to the Greenville East Station location Is just 
fine, And then the turn around going to the Vasco Road Station, along the Union Pacific 
Railroad tracks is Just fine as well, Then the BART line returning to 580 via Las Positas Road 
works well, for BART and for Livermore, as well. 


However, to continue the BART line to downtown Livermore and to continue on to Isabel and 
Stanley - to dissect the town of Livermore - will completely destroy this lovely town. 


Thank you for this opportunity, 
Anne Stuart 

1089 Bluebell Drive, #610 
Livermore, CA 94551-1386 
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0 To info@barttolivermore,org sygiel@comecast,net To info@barttolivermore.org 
12/31/2009 03:17 PM oc 01/04/2010 09:38 PM cc 
bee bee 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page Subject Livermore BART Extention 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by : 
() on Thursday, December 31, 2009 at 16:17:11 As a resident of Pleasanton | encourage you to vote for a route through Pleasanton that 


RRL HSPN NPIL RES Fy SERIE IES ERS a OL PION fore ee keeps it along the 580 corridor. 


First Name: K Thanks, 
Last_Name: Swayne . 
Robert Sygiel 
Email: kbswayne@aol.com 3654 Zwissig Court 
Message: I believe that BART should be kept on the freeway, not be brought to Pleasanton 


downtown Livermore. The station should be at Greenville Rd. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 207.200.116.135 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 7,0; AOL 9.1; AOLBuild 
4334-5009; Windows NT 5.1; Trident/4.0; .NET CLR 1.1.4322) 
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+ 50 To info@barttolivermore.org 
) 01/20/2010 11:20 AM cc 
bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
{) on Wednesday, January 20, 2010 at 12:20:45 


Pirst Name: Judy 
Last Name: Symcox 
Email: jsymcox3@comast .net 


Message: The greatest ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT is that more BART will do little 
for 580 congestion unless it speedily services the Altamont commuters and 
keeps them from clogging 580...that would be in the center of 580. 


Pleasanton's FULL lot seems to indicate that BART in the CENTER takes a LOT of 
traffic OFF 580. I see NO justification to destroy the East side of 
Pleasanton. It has to be pure special interest politics to even consider such 
destruction. Keep it on the freeway. 

Pleasanton resident 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 98.210.4.202 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIF 6.0; Windows NT 5.1; SVl; .NET 
CLR 1.0.3705; .NET CLR 1.1.4322) 


BART to Livermore Extension Program 
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Comments 


Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions concerning the Draft PEIR of the BART to 
Livermore Extension. (Name and contact information optional.) 


Name (please print), O. Faloa ke, Organization/Business: < 
Address: Yos fy \d en lane _ City: Liver more State: Zip: 
Phone:_ 2 7I-SboS” Email: 


COMMENTS /QUESTIONS: (~ga! 4. Wakes ho sense 


4p hwwe Su _ tha trot fic, in town he ee 


} 


paar 


——>) 


=— SART to Livermore Extension Program 
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Vic Taugher To info@bantolivermore.org Charles Thiel To info@barttolivermore.org 
<anaxeman@comcast.net> e <cthiel@comcast.net> es 
01/13/2010 08:46 AM 12/31/2009 05:40 PM 
bec bee 
Subject BART Livermore Extension Subject Comments on Bart to Livermore 
Hello Malcolm, [ think that the Bart track should follow the freeway. Anything else will needlessly impact the 
My name if Vic Taugher and I am a Dublin resident. I ama strong local community with additional traffic and it's associated congestion, Also, there is plenty of 
supporter of BART to Livermore. I say it's about time! With that space for parking near the freeway, a location which is generally undesirable for housing. Lastly, 
said, my preferred BART alignment would be the two stations along the 3 A $ ry iH Re 
580 corridor, {Isabel/I-580 & Greenville East). Although BART to Tam concerned about the crime that might be brought into the middle of our cities with a BART 
downtown Livermore would be nice, just like BART to Oakland Airport, I extension to Isabel/Stanley or Downtown Livermore, so a freeway location seems best. 
cannot support the added cost. The cost/benefit analysis in my 
opinion outweighs going to downtown Livermore. Regards 
: 
Thank you for allowing me to voice my concerns. Charlie Thiel 
rae 2959 Victoria Meadow Ct 
Vic Taugher Pleasanton, CA 
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0 To info@bartolivermore.org 
11/20/2009 07:03 AM ce 


bec 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Friday, November 20, 2009 at 08:03:18 


Ficst Name: Preston 
Last_Name; Thotnpson 
Email: preston_thompson@yahoo.com 


Message: Keeping the alignment with 580 seems, to me, is the least invasive to 
residents of Livermore. It's allows easy access to the trains by those truly 
commuting (e.q. from either end of Livermore and/or those folks Fast of the 
Altimont}. Forcing them to come through town to get to a station will (1) 
congest the city's streets, (2) congest the city’s streets with drivers with 
no allegience to Livemore...meaning they will drive fast just to get to the 
train, and (3) increase the noise factor. Yes, the railroad currently comes 
through town, but the frequency is nothing like Bart's 15-20 minute schedule. 


Again, my vote is to keep Bart along 580. 


Regards, 
Preston Thompson 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 69.236,170.12 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 8.0; Windows NT 6.0; 
Trident/4.0; GTB6; SLCCl; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; Media Center PC 5.0; InfoPath,1; 
-NET CLR 3.5.30729; .NET CLR 3.0.30729; OfficeLiveConnector.1.4; 
OfficelLivePatch.1.3)} 


“Tom Thomson" To <info@barttolivermore.org> 
<thomson2ca@comeast.net> = 


12/13/2009 09:18 PM 
bec 


Subject Preferences 


1) Do Isabel/I580 ASAP (With a reasonable motor-bus link this will give Livermore 
service.) 
2) Extend to Greenville East ("The Tracy Station") 


Attempting to put a station in Livermore just adds to the traffic ---- the last station on the 
line WILL be the "Tracy" station whether or not we like it. 


tomt 


SONI ERR RHR IRENA ERR 


Thomas Thomson 

thomson2ca@comcast.net 

VOC:925-455-0997 

Politicians and diapers have one thing in 

common. They should both be changed regularly and 
for the same reason. 


PARRA RARER ERR AREER ARE RER REAR ES RR KEE 
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“tigryenok" To <info@barttolivermore.org> 
<tigryenok@gmail.com> 


12/29/2009 11:29 AM 


cc 
bec 


Subject Input 


| live in Livermore but work in the bay area and know a lot of people who struggle with every day 
commute to SF and bay area. | would love to have Bart extended to Livermore. | believe that will 
also increase cost of properties that could be beneficial to both residents and city, 


Thank you, 
Tatiana 


0 To info@bantolivermore.org 
01/19/2010 06:57 PM cc 
bee 


Subject inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form, It was submitted by 
{) on Tuesday, danuary 19, 2010 at 19: 37 


First Name: Linda 
Last Name: Tinney 
Email: karnlei@comeast.net 


Message: I believe Bart riders would be well served if the Livermore station 
was located on the outskirts of town preferably near Greenville Road 
(alternative #1}. Tf the station were to be lecated in the center of 
Livermore, traffic congestion to the small downtown area would greatly hinder 
normal traffic patterns and pedestrians during the morning and evening commute 
hours. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 96.248.90.157 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/S,0 (Windows; U; Windows NT 5,1; en-US; rv:1.9.0.17) 
Gecko/2009122116 Firefox/3.0.17 GTBDFff GTS7.0 
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Steve Townsend To info@baritolivermore.org 
<trivalleyproperties@corncast 
not> 


12/29/2009 08:27 AM bec 
Subject Extension 


cc 


Hello, 


| would like to see: 

1)lsabel/580 for ease of access AND 

2)Downtown Livermore for a Central Livermore location AND 
3)Greenville East for Valley Commuters 


If you have to reduce the stations to two, | believe you could cut Isabel/580 and still 
have good coverage. 


Thank you, 
Steve Townsend 
4717 Perugia St. 
Dublin, $4568 


0 To info@barttolivermore.org 
12/18/2009 08:56 AM cc 
bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Friday, December 18, 2009 at 09:56:32 


First_Name;: tramodol 
Last_Name: tramodol 
Email: kidzewot@gawab.com 


Message: Whatever you say, but I do not agree with your point of view about 
this issue 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE _ADOR: 85.249.160.60 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 6.0; Windows NT 5.1) 
Netscape/8.0.4 
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() To info@baritolivermore.org 
12/26/2009 05:50 PM cc 


bec 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form, It was submitted by 


First Name: Larry 
Last_Name: Trummel 
Email: larrytrummel@comcast,.net 


Message: I do not want BART to come to downtown Livermore. I live just blocks 
away from downtown and one block from the existing tracks, It would be both a 
sight and sound problem of major proportions. Furthermore, to bring BART 
downtown and te come along the existing tracks would be contrary to the 
preservation of the “historic” north and south side of Livermore, especially 
the north side. Keep it along 580 with all the present sight and sound 
problems. It seems to work for Dublin and it can work for us. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 24.5.251.248 
HTTP _USER AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Windows; U; Windows NT 5.1; en-US; rv:1.9.0.16) 
Gecko/2009120208 Firefox/3,0.16 (.NET CLR 3.5.30729) 


Larry G Trumme To info@barttolivermore.org 
<larrytrummel@comeast.net> ae 
12/26/2009 09:09 PM bec 


Subject Not to downtown Livermore 


BART Planners, 


As a long-time resident of Livermore I do NOT want BART to be brought 
into downtown. I live in the more historic north side of town only 1 
block from where BART tracks would be built. I do not want the sight, 
sound and cther problems that BART inevitably would bring into my part 
of town. Please keep it out and locate it on $80 and do not add more 
congestion to ovr peaceful town, It works for Dublin and Pleasanton and 
it will work for Livermore along the 580 corridor. 


Larry Trummel 
359 North O Sr 
Livermore 
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dptrummel@comcast.not To info@barttolivermore.org 
12/26/2009 09:18 PM cc 


bee 
Subject Please, Do nat bring BART into downtown Livermore 


Dear Sirs and Madams: 

| have lived in Livermore since 1976. Our town has grown and expanded a lot in those 
years and most of what has happened has been true progress for the good of the city. | 
am deeply concerned about the desire to bring BART into downtown Livermore. | am 
asking you to place the BART station on the freeway as it is in the other tri-valley stops. 
BART is a way to easily reach the other Bay Area cities and is a convenient means of 
transportation but would not help the downtown area and our city as itis being 
discussed. There are many homes on the north side of Livermore (my own included) 
that would be near the BART tracks and station. Many of us are longtime Livermore 
residents that take pride in our community and homes. Some of the North side of 
Livermore is already dealing with drug, gang and violence issues and this is of great 
concern to us. Bringing BART to downtown would only make the situation worse and 
make it easier for more significant problems to arise. The noise and traffic to the area 
would also be a hardship on the residents. The best solution is to put the BART stations 
on the freeway and provide good bus routes to bring riders to downtown for shopping, 
mvoies and eating. May | also mention that as an adjunct faculty member at Las 
Positas College, | also feel the freeway would be a better location for our students who 
would choose to ride BART as transportation to and from school. Please, save our 
northside neighborhoods from worse social problems and keep the area from being 
overrun by noise and traffic by keeping BART out of downtown Livermore and on the 
freeway. 

Sincerely, Pauline Trummel 


"if you are very busy, think and pray all the more or your work will wear on you and weary you 
and drag you away from God. For your work's sake, break away from it, and give your soul some 
breathing time." C.H. Spurgeon 


“Heather Truro" To <info@bantolivermore.org> 
ss <htruro@comcast.net> is 
01/11/2010 03:06 PM 
bee 
Subject BART Roule to Livermore 
Hello, 


| am writing to ask that you take the route that is: 

@ Most cost effective 

© Least disruptive to Pleasanton & Livermore residents 

¢ Least environmentally disruptive 

e Least additional noise to Pleasanton & Livermore residents & businesses 
which is to go down 580 to Greeneville. 


1am strongly opposed to all plans that would go through Pleasanton & the Chain of Lakes. This is 
environmentally disruptive and would not be consistent with the planned recreational & water bird 
sanctuary planned for that space. 

Pleasanton residents should not have to shoulder the burden for Livermore residents & businesses that 
want a downtown Livermore station. A Livermore station off of 580 would draw traffic through both 
Pleasanton & Livermore neighborhoods. Since one of main reasons for BART is to reduce traffic 
congestion & emissions, why would you propose a plan that would increase traffic congestion in the 
neighborhoods? We already suffer from cut through traffic in Pleasanton & itis very undesirable. Why 
would Livermore want this? 


Lastly, in these economic times, we owe it to the rest of the Bay area to make a fiscally responsible 
choice. | seriously doubt that residents in all of the other areas of the Bay that are served by BART & pay 
taxes for it would want to fund a more expensive option that would solely benefit Livermore Downtown. 
Frankly, | don’t think that Livermore would benefit. | think they would regret the traffic and disruption. 


Livermore was promised BART back in the original plan & | think they deserve it. It would GREATLY 
reduce traffic congestion to have BART go as far as possible down 580 toward the Altamont where it can 
meet up with the ACE station near Greenville. This would be a benefit to all not just VtBART riders. | 
hope to see this go forward as swiftly as possible. Any plan other than straight down 580 ( especially a 
path through the chain of Lakes area) would meet with strong resistance and only serve to delay and 
jeopardize the extension to Livermore. 


Thank you for considering my opinion, 
Heather Truro 

Resident and Business owner in Pleasanton 
Bay Area Native 

BART rider since 1972 


Heather E. Truro 
Owner 

HT Consulting 

PO Box 445 
Pleasanton, CA 94566 
(925) 922-0306 
htruro@comeast.net 
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, 0 To info@barttolivermore.org 
1 01/19/2010 05:09 PM co 
‘ 


| bee 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
(}) on Tuesday, January 19, 2010 at 18: 09 


First Name: janis 
Last _Name: turner 
Email: jkturner2001@yahoo.com 


Message: For the sake of LESS effect on the environment & LESS impact on 
residential stability, I support the I- 580 alignment to Either Greenville & 
Vasco or to Vasco & Patterson Pass (down Vasco ta Patterson Pass). 
Vasco=Patterson has the advantage of an ACE train connect already in place, 
but if ACE station could be moved to Greenville, then Greenville would be 
preferable since it does not require additional rail on Vasce Rd. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 99.51.218.72 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 8.0; Windows NT 6.0; 
Trident/4.0; GTB6.3; SLCC1; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; Media Center PC 5.0; .NET CLR 
3.5.30729; .NET CLR 3.0.30729) 


0 To info@barttolivermore.org 
01/08/2010 05:46 PM cc 


bee 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
First_Name: alexis 

Last_Name: valencia 

Email: alexisvalenciam@live.com 


Message: I like that there is going to be a bart station here in livermore but 
please keep it on the freeway I do not aprove of having it in downtown 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 76.126.234.132 
HTTP USER AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Windows; U; Windows NT 5.1; en-US) 
AppleWebkKit/532.0 (KHTML, like Gecko) Chrome/3.0,195.38 Safari/532.0 
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“VantHouten, Kathy" To <info@barttolivermore.org> 
<Kathy.VanHouten@otis.com ee 
> 


11/06/2009 06:39 PM bec 
Subject BART to Livermore 


I think this is a great idea. I take BART from the East Bay to SF every day to and from 
my office. If BART would travel to Livermore, I would use the system to visit Livermore 
on the weekends for wine tasting, dining, etc. 


I'm all for it. 


Kathy Van Houten 
New Equipment Sales Rep 
OTIS ELEVATOR COMPANY 
444 Spear St., Suite 100 

San Francisco, CA 94105 
415-546-8126 direct line 
860-660-5778 efax 
415-559-8116 cell 


kathy.vanhouten@otis.com 
please consider the environment before printing this email 


. 6 To inlogtbeenotivermees org 
} 12/10/2000 06:01 Pt cc 


bee 
‘Seteeet Inquiry born the BART to Livermore Subii Conments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form, {tt vas submitred by 
(} on Thureday, Oecember 10, 2009 at 18:01:58 


First Name: Denise 

Last Name: Van Leuvan 

Email: happytieart O2Photesi | .com 

Message: | think Chat Alternative 1 maken the mont senee. BART ohould stay by 
the freeway. I can net imagine how many people will have to drive through 
dountoun Livermore to get to the DART elation. These pouple comm from the 


central valley and will create a huge traffie problem in our beautiful town, 
PLEAGE don't part DART in our wonderful downtown, Thank you #o much! 


Submits Sulmlt 


REMOTE ADDR: 989.207.224.217 
ATTP UBER AGENT: Moritia/S.0 (Windows; Uy; Windows WE 5.1; en-US; eve), 9.0.15) 
Geeko/2009101601 Firefox/3.0.15 
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steamboatwillic1928@comca To info@barttolivermore.org | trust that the you and the other BART district officers will take this in to account and 


st.net co remove the Isabel / Stanley station option from the proposal. It's bad decision from a 


11/20/2009 04:08 PM tes great idea. 


Subject BART to Livermore Extension Program 


Thank you, 


Ken Varallo 
483 Anna Maria Street 
Livermore, CA 94550 


Mr. Quint, 


Those of us who have been paying into BART since the seventies are very excited to 
finally see it coming to fruition. Four of the proposed station make perfect sense, given 
their proximity to businesses, the freeway and existing facilities. Placing two stations on 
the freeway willl help to cut down on traffic in the 1-580 corridor and the two in-town 
locations would utilize the existing ACE train stations and are propsed for high traffic 
and business dense areas. 


The Isabel / Stanley station however, makes no sense at all. On one side, it is next to 
the quarries in Pleasanton which will be losing their leases within the next year. The 
area will be turned into a regional park, but would not have the volume to warrant a 
station to itself. On another side and a sizable hike away, is the water treatment plant 
and a small business complex. Again, not enough to warrant a station, even if 
considered together with the regional park plan. 


The other two sides are populated by housing developments. Given that the BART 
system allows for the ease of movement of undesirable elements and invites those 
elements into the areas where stations open (or higher crime already exists). The 
positioning of a station at the proposed location will potentially be creating a dangerous 
nightmare for the homeowners in those areas, The impact will not only be to property 
values, but most importantly to the safety and security of these currently safe, low crime 
areas. Most of us in these areas have small children and moved to this area because it 
is safe and low crime. 


When BART first opened in the seventies, my grandparents, living two blocks from a 
station, were robbed four times. They had had no issues in the 35+ years prior to the 
station opening. My wife's family, living six blocks from a station, were robbed three 
times and constantly experienced vandalism to their home and vehicles. They had 
never had an issue in the 15 years prior. Crime immediately rose in the area 
surrounding the Pleasanton / Dublin station when it opened. | am not saying BART is 
wrong or the idea is wrong, but it is proven that crime increases when criminals are 
given easier access to areas, 


Having worked in San Francisco for fifteen years, | used the system daily and found it to 
be a fantastic way to commute. | found it convenient and relaxing. Having lived in this 
valley my entire life, | am very excited to finally see a solution to the traffic congestion 
coming. | just cannot support the positioning of a station in the proposed residential 
area. 
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BART to Livermore Extension Program 
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Comments 


Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions concerning the Draft PEJR of the BART to 
Livermore Extension, (Name and contact ay optional.) 


Name (please print): Organization/Business: 


Address: © 45% Pers eo Somhu Wort City: p- -Tu State:__ zip: TS Ge 
Phone: “29 -VAS- F4Xlo4 Email: 90 vounhan @raweast n-e f 


COMMENTS / QUESTIONS: 
ec bow A aw comlawnvea) Wi 
beeen packivy, Be: peer =the Wilt caclecS, 


=> BART to Livermoro Extension Program 


Ms. Nilda v Vitalici ee 
RF 427 Thrasher Ave 
See Livermore, CA 94551 
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DRAFT PrIR. 
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() To info@barttolivermore.org 
01/13/2010 01:58 PM ce 
bee 
Subject inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form, It was submitted by 


First Name: Donna 

Last_Name: Wagner 

Rmail: donnamatson2000@ yahoo.com 

Message: Would not like Bart to come into town, 
Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 71.132.131.28 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 8.0; Windows NT 5.1; 
Trident/4,0; IEMB3; GTB6.3; .NET CLR 1.1.4322; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; .NET CLR 
3.9.4506.2182; .NET CLR 3.5, 30729) 


0 To info@barttolivermore.org 
12/03/2009 05:22 PM co 
bce 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 


First_Name: Sue 


Last_Name: Walker 
Email: walkersue24@yahoo. com 


Message: I am in favor of keeping Bart on the Freeway and of not having it go 
through our neighborhoods, especially not near the Vasco train station as this 
is where I live. Bart is too noisy. Please don't allow this to happen to us, 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 69,.108.204.51 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4,0 (compatible; MSIE 8,0; Windows NT 6,0; 
Trident/4.0; SLCC1; .NET CLR 2.0,.50727; Media Center PC 5.0; -NET CLR 
3.5.30729; .NET CLR 3.0.30729) 
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<j 


To info@bantolivermore.org 
} 01/06/2010 12:47 PM ec 


bee 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
(} on Wednesday, January 6, 2010 at 13:47:25 


First Name: jonathan 
Last_Name: wasilausky 
Email: jnwasilausky@yahoo.com 


Message: i am very concerned with some of the proposed routes for the 
livermore extension. 

various routes seem to impact a lot of residents who do not want the added 
noise which comes with having Bart in the area. 

i understand the need to balance growth and public transportation needs. 


therefore it appears that what makes most sense would be to have alternative 
1, or 2 which follows the 580. those routes still provide service to the 
growing population of the east bay, and at the same time appear to minimize 
the impact of having BART come to a residential area, 


thank you for your attention 


Submit; Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 192.223.163.5 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 6.0; Windows NT 5.1; SV1; .NET 
CLR 1.1.4322; InfoPath.1; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; .NET CLR 3.0.04506.648; .NET CLR 
3.5.21022) 


Mark and Yotanda Weover To stogpharilodvermore.crg 
ae ce 


12/21/2009 11.50 PM boo 
Subyoct Public Hearing Feedback on Proposed Livermure BART 
Rowton 


BART. 


| would prefer the BART line Lo run alongside 580 and not deviant [rom that route. | do 
nol approve of the BART line extending through Et Charro. Portola Avenue or any olher 
road. Provide the Infrastructure to benefit the whole of the valley and eastward, but not 
towards the center of Livermore 


Allowing for deviations away from 980 is a waste of Loxpayers monies and only lines the 
pockels of contractors who loo often oversee, decide, design, approve and waste our hard 
earned monies. Get an initial route in place and don’t deviate fram that plan. Then, over 
lime review if Uhere is 4 need to provide a transportation "bridge" lo those ather proposed 
destinalions suggested along existing railroad alignments — Uren do il 


| only hope that those who make these decisions, actual rend, tabulate and with an open 
mind consider public comments into consideration Only then, will yaur deciston reflect 
(he will of the people and alleviate the need for BART officials to justify their decisions 
based on other external factors who have ulterior motives and do nol reflect the will of 
the public 


Yolanda Weaver 
Dublin, CA 


I was searching for the Tree of Knowledge 
and someone chopped /t down! 
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Eva Westerlin To jinfo@barttolivermore.org 
<rosedoctor@gmail.com> ma 


01/21/2010 10:04 AM Bea 


Subject Comments: Bart extension to Livermore 


Looking and reading the information about the extension to Livermore, 
the most economical and practical route is along El Charro with an 
Tsabel station and along Railroad and the Union Pacific Railroad to 
Greenville as its end station. 

This leaves most passengers in close proximity for using Bart. 

Add to the use of Bart, this route has the least impact on the 
existing housing developments in the area. 

**Bankhead Theatre with the new Theatre in progress 

**Livermore Lab. 

**Citizens commuting form the Valley (Tracy, Steckton, Fresno) 
**Most Livermore residents. 


Another route: Along 580 to Isabel with a station there and down 
Isabel to Stanley along Railroad, Union Pacific and Greenville. 

This route serves Las Positas College and the Airport in addition to 
the Lab, Theaters, commuters and Livermore residents and visitors. 


The IMPORTANT stations should serve the 2 Theaters, the Jab. and 
commuters from the Valley. The College is important too, however, I 
don't know how many of the students would benefit. The same logic is 
about the Airport. 


Thank you for letting me air my ideas, 


Eva Westerlin 
Livermore 


0) To info@barttolivermore.org 
01/25/2010 07:50 PM cc 
bec 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Contact Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form, It was submitted by 
() on Monday, January 25, 2010 at 20:50:11 


First_Name: Joyce 
Last_Name: Wheaton 
Email: iteluwatt@aol.com 


Message: I realize it is past the 1/21 comment date but I just wish to say I 
am in favor of the Greenville East Alternative 1 Route. It keeps the downtown 
and Stanley areas more of a small, strolling downtown arts community with wine 
and Fine dining. 

The Las Positas College is right there by the tracks and it also closely 
connects with the Ace Transit Parking where Business men and women can access 
the BART without bringing in more traffie into the downtown areas. 

I live off of Collier Canyon and do not desire to have it that close by but i 
think it makes the most sense for the already tired commuters to have BART 
easily accessible for them, 


verifytext: FVHY 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE ADDR: 207.200.116.135 

HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 7.0; AOL 9.0; Windows NT 5.1; 
Trident/4.0; .NET CLR 1.0.3705; Media Center PC 4.0; Media Center PC 3,0; .NET 
CLR 3.0.04506.648; .NET CLR 3.5.21022; .NET CLR 1.1.4322; .NET CLR 2.0.50727) 
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"Charles Wiedel" To <info@bartiolivermore.org> 
<cww623@sbeglobal.not> ee 

712 
01/07/2010 03:17 PM $06 


Subject Oraft PEIR 


Gentlemen: 

| did attend the Public Hearing in Pieasanton last evening, and would like to congratulate all concerned 
with the presentation, and the manner in which the meeting was held, Although there was a very good 
crowd, two out of three people who chose to speak (I was not one of them) were from Livermore. |ama 
38-year resident of Pleasanton, and partly because | have been a Realtor in the Tri-Valley area for 33 
years, | am quite familiar with Livermore, and their politics, also. | am also a past-president of the 
Southern Alameda County Association of Realtors (now Bay East AOR), and was a Director of the 
California Association of Realtors for fifteen (15) years. | was also a property owner for numerous years in 
Livermore, and am currently a property owner in Pleasanton and in Dublin. 


Let me cut right to the chase on one issue: The proposed Alternate routes. Alternatives 14, 1B, 2A, 
3A and 5 are totally UNACCEPTABLE , and should be given NO further serious consideration. WHY? 
Because they cut across the Chain of Lakes, AND because they compromise the future plans for the 
development of Staples Ranch in Pleasanton. On this second reason, | find it VERY disappointing that 
this could have been considered as seriously as it has apparently been, without the input of the citizens, 
and the City Administration, of the City of Pleasanton! This has not been a good demonstration for how 
cities should be working together, particularly when it so heavily involves a publicly funded entity such as 
BART! | hope nothing like it ever takes place again, now here, not anywhere. 

As to cutting through the Chain of Lakes, | think sufficient reasons were stated last evening, and 
properly so, as to why this is a totally unacceptable route. 


I feel, and strongly believe, that the following criteria should be paramount in whatever decision 
ts reached with regard to this route: 

1. BART is primarily for commuters. Therefore, the route should be maintained primarily in the 
median of 1580, and should ultimately reach its terminus at or near Greenville Road. 

2. Provisions must be made for the needed Maintenance Yard. 

3, There should absolutely be a connection to ACE. 

4. NOW is better than LATER. Costs never go down, it seems, only UP. (Look at the Bay Bridge 
debacle!) 


| am not opposed to Incremental building of a Livermore connection, although | do not think that is the 
wisest way to go. Alternative #4 really solves little in the long run nor does it fully meet the above criteria. 


Pleasanton and Dublin residents strongly support the extension of BART service to Livermore. What 
route Livermore cilizens deem appropriate after the Isabel station is not really a great concern to those of 
us who live in the western part of the Tri-Valley, so long as the above priorities are reached, | personally 
feel that the cost alone can never justify downtown Livermore stations, and untess the tracks through 
existing neighborhoods are put underground — thereby greatly expanding the COSTS even more! —| 
would bet anything that Livermore residents would eventually regret the decision to have a downtown 
station. But, IF THEY CAN PAY THE ADDITIONAL COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH A DOWNTOWN 
STATION, then let them do it. 


As for the entire PEIR itself, | have not yet had the opportunity to read it all, One speaker last evening, a 
Ms. Allen, did bring up some valid points with regard to the document that should be addressed, and | 
hope will be, 


As for routing of this extension, | support Alternative 1: known as Greenville East, with some of the 
eastern end features of Alternative 2, namely a Vasco Road station and an ACE connection. 


BART to Livermore Extension Program 
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
Public Hearing, November 18, 2009 
Comments 


Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions concerning the Draft PEIR of the BART to 
Livermore Extension, (Name and contact information optional.) 


Name (please oti DAW E (AL ‘is ms Organization/Business: 


Address: City: State: 72 Ne 
Phone: Email: 
COMMENTS / QUESTIONS: 


YF rs W Tae ZEIU/AVY s¢o 


FoR Less cosT + Nose 


saat 


— BART to Livermore Extension Program 
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Dustin Williams To info@bantolivermore.org STEPHGOURE@aol.com To infe@barttolivermore.org 
Wits <dwilliams006@gmail.com> oo 01/10/2010 08:14 AM cc STEPHGOURE@ao! 
r y C ol,com 
11/16/2009 09:44 PM bas rae his 


Subject Bart to Livermore Subject Livermore Extension 


As a resident of Livermore, | look forward to the BART extension, I utilize BART commuting Good morning - | am supporting the Bart Livermore extension. My preferred station location is downtown 
to/from San Francisco on a daily basis. Personally, I am most interested in the BART extension Livermore with a tunnel down Portola Avenue. 
to Greenville Rd. Personally, I am not interested in having BART near downtown Livermore, 


x % . Thnak you 
my concern is that it would have a negative effect. 


Stephanie Wilson-Goure 
657 Ridgecrest Circle 
Livermore, Ca 94551 
925.243.1368 


Dustin 
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0) To info@barttolivermore.org 
12/03/2009 03:47 PM cc 


bee 
Subject Inquiry fram the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
{} on Thursday, December 3, 2009 at 16:47:51 


First_Name: George 
Last_Name: Winchell 
Email: winchellv@comcast.net 


Message: Please respect the local people in the community that will be 
drastically impacted by the negative impacts and keep BART at the freeway. 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 128.115.27.10 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Macintosh; U; Intel Mac OS X 10,5; en-US; 
rv:1,9.1.5) Gecko/20091102 Firefox/3.5.5 


0 To info@bantolivermore.org 
12/03/2009 03:46 PM ce 


bee 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() om Thursday, December 3, 2009 at 16:46:50 


First Name: Jamee 

Last Name: Winchell 

Email: winchellv@comcast.net 

Message: PLEASE PLEASE PLEASE..,. do not bring BART into the downtown area! 


This will cause more traffic, as well as more crime. We have already seen 
this with with the recent re-vamp of the downtown area, One use to be able to 
go down first street in no time, now it's a tourist attraction. With the 
recent announcement that the City of Livermore is cutting 38 job and they are 
already net hiring more police officers the crime rate will scar, PLEASE BO 
NOT DESTROY OUR COMMUNITY WITH congestion, madness and crime. 


Keeping it at the freeway will still stimulate the economy and benefit the 
lecal community and keep the crime rate somewhat lower. 


Already with the downturn in the economy we have seen more homeless on the 
streets. BART directly to the downtown area would allow ease of a larger 
transient population. 


The down-home culture of Livermoxe is what drew us to this community 10 years 
ago. Please respect the LOCALS that will be drastically impacted by this. 


DNUBLIN/PLEASANTON kept it out of their towns as well as every other major 
city. PLEASE keep it out of our downtown area!!!! 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 128.115.27.10 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Macintosh; U; Intel Mac OS X 10.5; en-US; 
rv:1.9.1.5) Gecko/20091102 Fircfox/3.5.5 
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wiseguy To inlo@bartlolivermore.org 
<whysguys@sbeglobal.net> Pe 


12/31 34 PM 
#2009 11 box 


Subject bart plan 


Bart extension to Livermore 
Dear Sirs, 


lam a resident of Livermore and have been for years, I look forward to the extension into 
Livermore. However the idea of putting a route through the center of town does not make any 
sense or appeal to me. I support the idea only if it is kept along the 580 hwy route. The possible 
dangers, noise and hazards would be reduced with the 580 stations, It would also make the future 
possibility of extending to Tracy more viable. 


Sincerely, 
A concerned Livermore resident 


0 To info@bartiolivermore.org 
11/16/2009 07:35 PM ce 


bee 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
() on Monday, November 16, 2009 at 20:35:21 


First_Name: Troy 

Last_Name: Witt 

Email: tkwitt@gmail.com 

Message: PLEASE KEEP BART OUT OF DOWNTOWN LIVERMORE 


Downtown Livermore does not have the capacity to absorb the traffic impact of 
downtown stations. ‘fhe space BART would require for adequate parking in a 
downtown setting would be better used for more retail establishments, parks, 
and cultural facilities. 


Livermore residents do not have the desire for trains to run through the 
center of the city. Millions of dollars have been invested in revitalizing 
downtown Livermore, which is now a wonderful place far Livermore residents. 
Running noisy trains & associated automobile traffic into the downtown area 
will destroy the setting that has become so inviting. 


BART offers a wonderful service for commuters but also brings an undesireable 
element of crime into communities. 


Please keep BART trains along the freeway, with stations at Greenville Rd. 
and/or Isabel Ave. 


REMOTE ADDR: 24.4.41.126 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 6.0; Windows NT 5.0; .NET CLR 
1.1.4322; .NET CLR 2.0.50727; InfoPath.1) 
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0) To info@barttolivermore.org 
01/25/2010 06:40 AM cc 


bee 
Subject Inquiry [rom the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. 1t was submitted by 
() on Monday, January 25, 2010 at 07:40:33 


First_Name: John 
Last_Name: Wolf 
Email: wolfemm@gmail.com 


Message: We absolutely need BART in Livermore. I am in favor of either a 
highway alignment with one stop at isabel, the other at Vasco or a downtown 
livermore allignment. A downtown alligmnet must be coupled with an end fo the 
line station at Vasco, there is no way a downtown station will work with no 
end of the line near the highway. The Livermore Bart extention should lock 
two fold, helping the citizens of livermore ride the train to employment 
centers and secondly to help keep the freeways a bit less congested by 
providing an alternative for riders who drive over the altamont. TI can see 
why Pleasanton is only concerned about thomselves, because they will have two 
stations soon. With no stoneridge drive extension and the highways as they 
are, it takes 35 minutes to drive from Pleasanton Bart to my home on the west 
side of Livermore. That is very sad. I downtown or Isabel station would cut 
that by two thirds. All we see in Livermore is Dublin and Pleasanton 
expandin! 

g, and Livermore pays an unfair burden by being further isolated from the 
greater bay area due to the increase in cars dumping onto the highway and 
extending the gridlock further and furhter east. Please help us, let's get 
this bart extension built 


Submit; Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 24.4.2.235 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Windows; U; Windows NT 6.0; en-US; rv:1.9,1.7) 
Gecko/20091221 Firefox/3.5.7 (.NET CLR 3,5,30729) 


Keith Wong To info@baritclivermore,org 
<kaithkcwong@all.net> 

ce eastbayrealty@gmail.com 
11/29/2009 06:43 PM hee 


Subject Bart to Livermore Extension 


Having lived in North Livermore for eight years, I believe the most efficient route to Livermore 
is along 1580 as much as possible. This is because: 

1. Cost effectiveness. Medium of [580 is the best route for tracks of BART, since the land is 
already there that brings impacts to Livermore residents to a minimum, Less land use means 
more funds for actual construction; 

2. Environmentally friendly, Building in the medium of 1580 will cause minimal environmental 
impact as far as noise and conjection are concerned, both during construction and operation; 

3. Aestheticity, Bart not running through downtown Livermore should cause minimal impact to 
the effort of downtown Livermore remodeling. In addition, majority of potential Bart riders 
come from the central valley, not from downtown. 


To help passengers transfcring from ACE and Wheels, all we need is a few new bus routes or 
maybe a free shuttle bus schedule. Look at how Bart operates in Dublin/Pleasanton Station. 
Downtown Livermore will get so crowded with a Bart station that all the surface roads will be 
clogged up. 

To have Bart run along [580 is to compete directly with I580, which is how public transportation 
should work to discourage over use of one resource. Without Bart, 1580 will get more crowded 
in the near future that merely opening up more lanes or adding metering lights won't solve the 
problem. Again, most of the commuters come from the Central Valley. Therefore, I think the 
most cost effective and straight forward route is to run Bart along 1580. It worked for 
Dublin/Pleasanton extension, it should also work for Livermore extension. 

Keith Wong 
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lamadane@comcast.net To info@barttollvermore.org 
01/08/2010 12:46 PM ce 


bec 
Subject BART to Livermore 


Please keep BART in the freeway median. Many homes and businesses will be adversely 
affected if the trains are allowed to come off of the freeway and into our backyards. If brought through 
downtown it will adversely impact traffic and businesses for years while it is being built. | also fear there 
will be an increase in crime. 


Arleen Wood 
555 Ontario Drive 
Livermore, CA 94550 


0 To info@barttolivermore.org 
01/21/2010 08:29 AM ce 
bee 


Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 


First Name: Milton 
Last _Name: Yee 
Email: bebele@att.net 


Message: Priority should be no cost of each plan, minimize undesireable impact 
on affected communities and time to required to complete it. Given the 
proposals, the best approach is to align BART tracks along 580, using 
Alterative 1, 


Thanks, 
Milton 


Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 76.200.149,103 
HTTP USER AGENT: Mozilla/5.0 (Windows; U; Windows NT 5.1; en-US; rv:1,9.1.7) 
Gecko/20091221 Firefox/3.5.7 (.NET CLR 3.5.30729) 
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ly1546@comcast.net To info@barttolivermore.org 
01/06/2010 09:52 AM cc 


bec 
Subject BART Station for Livermore 


For 20 years, BART has planned to extend service to Livermore along the 1-580 meridian. This remains 
the most cost-effective plan that provides easy access for drivers from Livermore and San Joaquin Valley. 
Since the goal of BART is to get cars off the freeways, why force drivers to go through congested 
downtown streets of Livermore? 


The access for the buses that bring the riders from San Joaquin will not appreciate going into downtown 
Livermore. That means they will take them to the Pleasanton station as they do today. Livermore cannot 
possibly want a large multi-level BART garage in their downtown that is required to accommodate the cars 
of the people using BART. 


If Livermore were a San Francisco where there were multiple stops and lots of people were using it to 
walk to jobs within downtown Livermore, it would make sense. 


Let's keep the BART stations along the freeway, and use local public transportation to travel "within" the 
cities. 


LaVonne Youel 
ly1546@comcast net 
925-462-3344 


0 To info@bantolivermore.org 
12/28/2009 05:39 PM cc 


bee 
Subject Inquiry from the BART to Livermore Submit Comments Page 


Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by 
{) on Monday, December 28, 2009 at 18:39:58 


First_Name: Melanie 

Last_Name: Young 

Email: melanie@redhunter,com 
Message: To Whom It May Concern: 


I read through the proprosed alignment alternatives, and I support option 1, 
the Greenville East along 580 with the two station option, I live near Vasco 
and Patterson Pass Road and I do not think it make sense to divert the Bart 
through the city of Llivermore to Vasco when the issue is to get the people 
off the freeway. I do not think the downtown options make sense for our small 
town, and I don't think it makes aesthetic sense to ruin the downtown with an 
ugly elevated or even grade level train system, The freeway option is the 
best option with BART terminating at Greenville, where High Spped Rail may 
ultimately connect to it. I believe this will help get many of the San 
Joaquin drivers off 580. 


Thanks for the chance to offer my view. 
Melanie Young 
Submit: Submit 


REMOTE_ADDR: 76.103.88.139 
HTTP_USER_AGENT: Mozilla/$.9 (Windows; U; Windows NT 5.1; en-US; rv:1.9.0.16) 
Gecko/2009120208 Firefox/3.0.16 (.NET CLR 3.5.30729) 
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Kennotn A Te margonzekedPcomcost nut 


Ouwon/LMAOaN/BART 
c 
TSI) 12290 FM bee Maleoin QuinvMSQ/OsW/BART 
Subject Ru: Liv, Batl”) 
Margatxive Zoterborg, 


Thank you for your email, Your message will be shared with the Boord of Directors as requested. A copy 
will be provided to our Program Manager for the proposed Livermore Extension. 


Thank you for your imerest. 


Kenneth A, Ouron 

District Secretory 

San Francisco Bay Area Rupid Trarsit District 

300 Lakeside Drive, 2730 Floor, Oakland, California 94612 
510.464 6080, fax: 510.464.6011, email kdurongbait gor 
wobedto. werw. bart gov 


mangenzeke@comcast net 
- margonzekedcomeost not 
TAOS 12:27 PM To bondoldirectorsg®mat gov 
cc 
Subject Liv, Bart 


Keep the line on |-580. No one in the State has the money for a line in Livermore; 
further, we do not have parking to facilitate the increased number of cars, 


Thank you 
e Zelerberg 


Marge/Dav 
2476 Merlot Lane 
Livermore, Ca. 94550 


Bomar Zieker" : To <inlo@barttolivermore.org> 

< W@ev .net> 

aihetnghes retool ah ce <stopplaasantongridiock@comcast.net> 
01/04/2010 08:19 AM hice 


Subject BART extension 


| would like it to be known that we DO NOT want any Aerial bridge to be built for BART and feel 
strongly that BART should run the BART extension along 580 as was originally planned and 
furthermore would appreciate no more attempts to deviate from the original plans. 


David and Rosie Zieker 


Appendix A Comment Letters Received with No Relation to CEQA or the Draft Program EIR 
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